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The California Postsecondary Education Commission
was created by the Legislature and the Governor in

1974 as the successor to the California Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education in order to
coordinate and plan for education in California
beyond high school. As a state agency, the Com-

mission is responsible for assuring that the
State's resources for postsecondaryGeducation are
utilized effectively and efficiently; for promot-'.,
ing diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to

the needs of students and society; and for

advising the Legislature and the Governor on
statewide educational policy and funding.

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-

resent the general public, with three each.

appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the
Senate Rules 'Committee, and the Governor. The

other six represent the major educational systems
of the State.

The Commission holds regular public meetings
throughout the year at which it takes action on
staff studies and adopts positions on legislative
proposals affecting postsecondary education. Fur-
ther information about the Commi_ssion, its

meetings, its staff, and its other publications
may be obtained from the Commission offices at

1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 98514;
telephone (916) 445-7933.
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

This report has been prepared in compliance with Education Code

Section 66903 CAB 105, Hughes, 1977), which directs the Commission

to report on the employment, classification, and compensation of

ethnic minorities and women in the three public segments of Califor-

nia postsecondary education. (AB 105 is reprOuced in Appendix A.)
Also included are data concerning new hires, promotions, and separa-

tions of women and minorities in the public segments.

The Commission publishes this report on a biennial basis, Using

information collected from the federal Higher Education Staff

Information (EE0-6) survey. This report is the second in the
series and covers data reported in 1977, 1979, and 1981.- (The

jirst report, entitled Women and Minorities in California Public

Postsecondary Education: Their Employment, Classification, and

Compensation, 1977-1979, published in March 1981, is available from

the Commission upon request.)

This report is divided into four major sections: The University of

California; The State University; The California Community Colleges;

and Observations and Conclusions. Within each section, it includes

data on four specific topics: classification/occupational activity;

compensation; full-time faculty by tenure status and rank; and new

hires, promotions, and separations. Primary emphasis in the textual

discussion is placed on the top three occupational categories of

Executive/Administrative/Managerial staff; Faculty; and Profes-

sional Non-Faculty. (These categories are defined in Appendix B.)

AB 105 requests the segments to provide the Commission with narra-

tive evaluations addressing the following topics: patterns of
underutilization of women and minority employees compared to their

availability among different job categories; specific results of

affirmative action programs in reducing the anderutilization of

women and minorities; and evaluations of the strengths and inade-

quacies of current affirmative action programs. The segments'

narrative evaluations are presented in their entirety in Appendices

C, D, and E.

DIFFERENCES FROM THE 1981 REPORT

In contrast to its predecessor, this report contains no statewide

overview section; instead, it focuses on each segment individually,



comparing the progress made in each of the top three occupational
categories during the four-year period from 1977 to 1981. Ilsolmew,
phis year is the focus on how men and women of each different
ethnic group are faring as faculty and staff, instead of reporting
on all minority_males and females together, as did the previous
report. Thi& allows comparisons to be made, where possible, in the
relative levels of progress among different ethnic groups, and
among men and women within those ethnic groups.

In addition, for the first time this year, the report includes data
on part-time faculty and staff in each segment's "Classifica-
tion/Occupational Activity" section and on salary ranges over
$30,000 in the sections on "Compensation." This latter addition
stems from a Commission request that each segment complete a supple-
ment to the regular EE0-6 survey, expanding the salary ranges past
the "$30,000 and above" range at which the federal survey stops to
"$50,000 and above," using $5,000 increments. All, the segments

agreed to use the extended salary range supplement, which permits
analysis of salary ranges beyond that in the federal form. The
charts in the Compensation sections thus show the percentages of
white males and females who make less than $30,000; $30,000 to
$34,999; $35,000 to $39,999; $40,000 to $44,999; $45,000 to $49,999;
and $50,000 .11c1 above. The tables in Appendices F to H show the
precise number of men and women in each ethnic group whose salaries
were reported in each salary range from "below $7,500" to "$50,000
and above."

tinally, the 1981 report contained 44 statistical tables detailing
the 1977 and 1979 data for both nine- and eleven-month contract
faculty and staff. Rather than increase the bulk of statistical
tables in this report by the number needed to show the 1981 data,
the majority of the tables for each segment appear in the appendices,
while charts in each chapter illustrate the changes in the data
over the four-year period for ease of reading and comprehension.
While these charts generally display percentages, the total number
of persons in each base year is printed on each chart, and the
precise number of persons in each category can be found in the
corresponding table in Appendices F to H.

CAVEATS

The data for 1977, 1979, and 1981 are generally comparable across
all occupational categories, but some problems exist in particular
instances. First, as discussed in the 1981 report (pp. 1-2), the
State University established new classifications in 1978 to idenpify
all employees with managerial responsibility. The result of this
change was a shift of over 900 persons from the Professional Non-

-2-



Faculty and Faculty categories into the Executive/Administrative/Man-
agerial category, which caused considerable increases from 1977 in

the percentages of women and minorities reported in the latter

category in 1979. Data on the three categories should be fairly
comparable, however, from 1979 to 1981.

Second, this year, the University of California excluded student

assistants or teaching assistants from the EE0-6 full-time Faculty

category, thus reducing the size of that category by about 1,600

persons. As Anthony Martinez of the University explains (1982),

"it appears from the totals that the size of the full-time teaching

faculty has decreased from 13,499 in 1979 to 11,823 in 1981, when

in fact the decrease is an artifact of the changed definition of

'faculty' between the two years." This decrease in the overall
Faculty category may also have affected the increases or decreases

in the percentages of women and thinorities reported in the Univer-

sity's full-time faculty in 1981.

Third, the University deleted some 9,000 teaching assistants from

its 1981 data on part-time faculty, which resulted in a dramatic

decrease in the number of persons in this category between 1979 and

1981 and may have affected the percentage of women and minorities

reported in the University's part-time faculty in 1981.

Fourth and finally, data were received from 69 of the 70 California

Community College districts; Marin Community College District was

not included due to data problems that could not be resolved.
Also, two districts (Marin and Contra Costa) could not provide data

for the extended salary ranges on the Commission's salary supplement,

so their salary data were deleted from the charts in the compensation

section in order to provide comparable data in all the salary

ranges.



CHAPTER ONE

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

CLASSIFICATION/OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY

This section of the report answers several questions' about both

full- and part-time staff of the University in terms of their
classification and occupational activity:

What was the representation of women and minorities in the
University's work force in 1981?

How well were women and minorities represented in the top three

occupational categories andhow had that representation changed
over the four-year period since 1977?

What were the differences among minority groups, and between.men

and women within those minority groups, in terms of representa-
40 tion in the top three occupational categories at the University?

How did the representation of women and minorities inthe Univer-
sity's adminisfration and faculty in 1981 compare to the sex and
ethnic composition of the University's undergraduate and graduate

student bodies?
1

In 1981, the University had 57,301 full-time employees (an increase

from 57,144 in 1979, and 55.,401 in 1977). (For this report, the
University's staff does not include the personnel of the three
energy laboratories.) Of the full-time staff in 1981, more than
half were women, as was the case in'both 1977 and 1979. However,

women continued to be found most frequently in the Secretarial/Cler-

ical, Professional Non-Faculty, and Technical/Paraprofessional

classifications. There were some differences among women, however,

based on race. While white, Hispanic, Black, and American Indian
women's greatest representation was in the Secretarial/Clerical
classification, Asian women were MOst frequently found in the
Professional/Non-Faculty classificiiion. Similar differences
existed among male employees, with white and Asian men most fre-
quenitly employed in the Faculty classification at the University in
1981, and Black, Hispanic, and American Indian men most likely to
be found in the Service/Maintenance classification. (Table 1 lists

the numbers and percentages of men and women of eacb ethnic group
in the seven occupational categories at the University in.1981;)

-5-



TABLE

e,

1 Full-Time Staff Ey-Occupational Activity, University of
California, 1981, from Higher Education Staff Information
(EE0-6) Survey

.e g

ACTIVITY

GRAND
TOTAL

HALE FEMALE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-

HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AUER-
ICAN

INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE.

TOTAL
WHITE
(HON-.
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-

HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
ICAN
INDIAN

OR
ALASKAN
NATIVE

EXEC/AMIN/HANAGERIAL 1,793 1,115 981 63 3-5- 31 5 678 577 40 27 30

PERCENT 100% 62.2% 54.7% 3.5% 2.0% 1.7% 0.3% 37.8% 32.2% 2.2% 1.5% 1.7% 0.2%

FACULTY 11,823 9,414 81372 146 250 683 23 2,349 2,024 77 65 170 13

PERCENT 100% 80.1% 70.8% 1.2% 2.1% 5.8% 0.2% 19.9%, 17.1% 0.7% 0.5% 1.4% 0.1%

PROFESSIONALHON-FACULTY 13,814 4,663 3,671 229 232 508 23 9,151 7,168 430, 304 1,225 24

PERCENT 160% 33.8% 26.6% 1.7% 1.7% 3.7% 0.2% 66.2% 51.9% 3.1% 2.2% 8.9% 0.2%

SECRETARIAL/CLERICAL 17,425 2,499 1,565';', 363 305 249 17 14,926 10,204 1,942 1,488 1,163 129

PERCENT 100% 14.3% 9.4 2.1% 1.8% 1.4% 0.1% 85.7% 58.6% 11.1% 8.5% 6.7% 0.7%

TECONICAL/PARAPRUFESIONAL 5,489 2,520 1,710 316 218 263 13 2,969 1,702 615 327 304 21

PERCENT 100% 45.9% 31.2% 5.8% 4.0% 4.8% 0.2% 54.1% 31.0% 11.2% 6.0% 5.5% 0.4%

SKILLED CRAFTS 1,606 , 1,517 1,149 133 142 67 26 89 64 7 13 4

PERCENT 100% 94.5% 71.5% 8.3% 8.8% 4.2% 1.6% 5.5% 4.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.2% 0.1%

SERVICE/HA1NTENANCE 51351 31476 11421 11056 660 311 28 1,875 591 787 347 136 14

PERCENT -,100% 65.0% 26.6% 19.7% 12.3% 5.87, 0.5% 35.0% 11.0% 14.7% 6.5% 2.5% 0.3%

loTAL 57,301 25,264 181869 21306 1,842 21112 t35 32,037 22,330 3,898 2,571 3,032 206

PERCENT 100% 44.1% 32.9% 4,0% 3.2% 3.7% 0.2% 55.9% 39.0% 6.8% 4.5% 5.3% 0.47.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission



Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 1 llustrates the changes in percentages cif men and women of
each ethnic group in the full-time Executive/Administrative/Manager-
ial staff of the University over the four-year period from 1977 .to
1981. The total number of staff in this classification increased
by 492 persons over the foiir-year period. While the Executive/Ad-
ministrative category at the University was still predominantly
white (86.9%) and male (62.2%), it was less so than it was in 1977.
In fact, women increased their representation in the Executive/Ad-
ministrative classification by 6 percentage points over the four-
year period, with women in every ethnic groupincreasing their.
percentages. In contrast, white males decieased their percentage
by 5.3 percentage points, and Black and Hispanic men.also decreased
their percentages over the four-year period. Both Asian and Ameri-
can Indian men increased their proportions slightly between 1977
and 1981.

Overall, Blacks were the best represented minority group in the
University's Executive/Administrative/Managerial staff in 1981 (at
5.7%), followed by Hispanics (3.5%) and Asians (3.4%). In nearly
every ethnic group, however, men held a greater share of the posi-
tions in this classification than did women.

(As there were on*" 39 persons in this classification in 1981 who
wereepart time, no analysis of the sex and ethnicfttiposition of
imrt-timeExecutive/Admitistrative/Managerial staff,Was done.)

- , $

TAII-Time.Faettfity

ttates -the changes in'tepresentation of women and
.minOhti Ibi e full-time Faculty classification at the University
dyer the four-year period. However, these figures may only be
suggestive of the real changes. As discussed in tye "Caveats"
section of the Introduction to this report, the decline in the
number of persons in the full-time Faculty classification is due to
the University's excluding some 1,600 teaching assistants from this
classification for the 1981 report.. In discussing the effects that
this difference in reporting had on the representation of women and
minorities in the full-time Faculty classification, Anthony Martinez
of the University stated (1982, p. 1):

Thus, if one coapares the percentage of minority men in
the overhll "Faculty" category in 1981 with that reported
to CPEC for 1979 (which included the student assistants),
there appears to.be a decrease from 9.4 to 9.3 percent.
In fact, however, this decrease is merely the statistical

-7-
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'FIGURE 1 Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff by Gender
and Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Full-Time Executive/
Administrative/Managerial Staff, University of California,

Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981
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m.01
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commissión
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FIGURE 2 Full-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total Full-Time Faculty, University of California, Fall
1977, 1979, and 1981
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission



artifact of the changed data base. By removing the
"Other, other faculty" category from both the 1979 and
1981 data, so that the two years' data are comparable,
one finds that there has been an increase in the percent-

age of minority men from 8.8 to 9.3 percent in the overall

EE0-6 "Faculty" category. The same problem occurs with
minority females: an apparent decrease in the percentage .

of minority women in the EE0-6 "Faculty" category actually

turas out to be an increase when the data bases are made

comparable.

Part-Time Facultilr

Figure 3 illustrates the percentages of men and women of the differ-

ent ethnic groups in the part-time Faculty classification from 1977

to 1981. Again, cleta problems make these percentages only sugges-
tive, since the University deleted some 9,000 teaching assistants

from this classification in its 1981 report, resulting in a drop

from 14,765 persons in 1979 to 3,530 in 1981. (University Systemwide

staff has indicated that they cannot reconcile the three years of

full-time and part-time faculty data to provide comparability.)

Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty

Figure 4 displays the changes in percentages of women and minorities

in the full-time Professional Non-Faculty classification from 1977

to 1981. Overall, this classification increased by 1,732 people

over the four-year period. Women have dominated this category at
the University since 1977, and have increased their percentage over
the four years to 66.2 percent in 1981. While the percentages of

white and American Indian women have remained stable since 1979;

Black, Hispanic, and Asian women have all increased their percent-

ages. Of the men, only white males decreased as a proportion of

this classification; Black and American Indian men retained the

proportions they held in 1979, while Hispanic and Asian men increased

their proportions.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the

full-time Professional Non-Faculty classification in 1981 (12.6%),

followed by Blacks (4.8Z) and Hispanics (3.9%5. Women in almost

every ethnic group held a greater proportion of the full-time Pro-

fessional Non-Faculty positions than did men over the four-year

period; American Indian men and women held equal proportions.



FIGURE 3 Part-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of

Total Part-Time Faculty, University of California, Fall

1977, 1979, and 1981

D 1977
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FIGURE 4 Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty Staff by Gender and
Ethnicity as'a Percent of Total Full-Time Professional
Non-Faculty Staff, University of California, Fall 1977,
2979, and 1981
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Part-Time Professional Non-Faculty

Figure 5 illustrates the percentages of women and minorities in the
part-time Professional Non-Faculty classification from 1977 to
1981. The size of this staff also increased from 1977 to 1981 (by
183 persons), although the overall size of this group (2,462 in
1981) was far smaller than the full-time Prbfessional/Non-Faculty
(13,814 in 1981). Women also dominated the part-time Professional
Non-Faculty staff, although not to the extent that they did in the
full-time category. Women in almost every ethnic group increased
their proportions of this classification over the four years, while
American Indian women held a relatively stable proportion. Mea
decreased their percentages of this category from 58.0 percent in
1977 to 39.8 percent in 1981. Both white and Asian men showed
quite dramatic declines, while Black and Hispanic men increased
their percentages and American Indian men went up in 1979 and back

down to their 19771evel in 1981.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the
part-time Professional Non-Faculty category in 1981 (8.8%), fol-
lowed by Hispanics (4.6%) and Blacks (3.6%).

Comparisons Among Administrators, Faculty, and Students

Comparing the sex and ethnic composition of the faculty and adminis-
tration of a segment to its student body is one index of the diver-

sity that may or may not exist within the segment. While these
comparisons provide interesting information as to the representation

of men and women of the various ethnic groups as students, faculty,

and administrative staff, the discussion should not' imply the
necessity of absolute matching of ratios at each level.

In order to answer the question posed at the beginning of this
chapter on how the sex and ethniC composition of the University's
administrative staff and faculty compare with that of the undergrad-
uate and graduate student bodies, Commission staff used the 1981

student data reported by the University, with certain changes. In
order to provide appropriate comparisons to those ethnic groups
listed in the EE0-6 staff survey, Commission staff deleted thé.
"non-resident aliens," "others," and "unknown" categories from the

student totals. Figure 6 shows the sex and ethnic composition df

the University's full-time Executive/Administrative/Managerial
staff as compared to that of its graduate and undergraduate student
bodies in 1981. While women constituted almost 50 percent of the
undergraduate student body, and 40 percent of graduate students at
the University, they were 38 percent of the administrative staff.
Men, on the other hand, were much better represented in the adminis-

tration than ia either the graduate or undergraduate student bodies.
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FIGURE 5 Part-Time Professiona2 Non-Faculty Staff by Gender and
Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Part-Time Professional Non-
Faculty Staff, University of California, Fall 1977, 1979,

and 1981
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FIGURE 6 Comparison of Graduate and Undergraduate Students With-
Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff, by
Ethnicity and Gender, University of California, 2981
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There were significant differences by ethnic group, however- White
women comprised almost the same percentage of the administrative
staff that they did of the graduate student body; white men held a
far greater percentage of administrative positions than their
representation in the graduate or undergraduate student bodies.
Black men, on the other hand, were better represented in the adminis-
tration than in either the graduate or undergraduate student bodies,
while Black women administrators, although achieving a greater
representation than their 'graduate student counterparts, were
surpassed somewhat in representation by undergraduates. Hispanic

men and womehboth"constituted smaller proportions of the administra-

tive staff than they held in either student body; American Indian

men and women constituted comparable percentages of administrators
and-students. Asian men and woMela49ere both far less well represented
as members of the administrative staff, of the University than they

were in tither the graduate'or undergraduate student bodies.
.

. Figure 7 illustrates the comparison of'thesex and ethnic composi-
tion of the University's full-time faCulty in 1981 to that of the
graduate and',undergraduate student bodies. The picture for women ,

here is considerably different than in the administrative staff.

j(

While women constituted almost 38 percent of the adminis rative
staff of the University in 1981, they were only about 20 p rcent of
the faculty (this figure includes tenured, tenure-track, a n "Other"

faculty--and the percentage of women in each category differs
markedly as will be seen in the later section on faculty). Only

white males held a higher percentage of faculty positions (71%)
than their representation in either the graduate (48%) or undergrad-

uate (37%) student bodies. All women, regardless of ethnic group,
and all minority men held a smaller proportion of faculty pogitions
than their percentages isL either the graduate or undergraduate
student bodies.

q)

?'
COMPENSATION

-1
This section of Chapter One examines the salary ranges of full-time
University spaff in the top three occupational categories as of
1981. As mentioned in.the Introduction to this report, the federal
EE0-6 survey only includes"salary ranges tp "$30,000 and above."
,By 1979, a large number of persons in the Executive/Administra-
tive/Managerial and Faculty classifications had begun to cluster at
the $30,000 and above range, and differences in salary ranges among
women and minorities is compared to white males were.difficult to
determine. A Commission supplement to the EE0-6 survey extended -
the reportable salary ranges to "$50,000 and above," with $5,000'
increments. The, exact numbers Of women and men of each ethnic
group in each of twelve salary'ranges can be found in the tables in

Appendices F, G, and H.



FIGURE 7 Comparison of Graduate and Undergraduate Students With
Full-Time Faculty, by Ethnicity and Gender, University of

California, 1981
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This section answers several major questions:

In the top three occupational categories, what percentages of
men ind women in each ethnic group had salaries of less than

$30,000 in 1981?

What percentages of women and minorities had salaries above
$30,000? What was the representation of women and minorities in
the top salary range in each job classification, as compared to
white males?

Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 8 'illustrates the distribution by sex and ethnicity of .

full-time University Executive/Administrative/Managerial employees
in six salary ranges as of 1981. (For ease of discussion, the
salary'ranges below $30,000 have been combihed.) Of all these
staff, 31.5 percent made less than $30,000. The percentages of men

making less than $30,000 were relatively low: only 15.3 percent of

white males were in this salary range, and 26.9 percent of minority

males. Indeed, the single largest concentration of white males in
this classification was in the top salary range of $50,000 and
above in 1981. In contrast, over half of all white women (54.9%)
and over 60 percent of all minority women who were on the Univer-
sity's administrative staff in 1981 made less than $30,000. In

fact, as the salary ranges increase, the percentages of white and
minority women decrease rapidly, resulting in only 3.6 percent of
whiXe women and 1.0 percent of minority women earning salaries in
the top range of $50,000 and above. Minority men fared better than
did women, with a somewhat more even distribution in the salary
ranges of $45,000 to $50,000 and above, at 8.2 percent in each of

the top two categories.

Full-Time Eleven-Month Contract Faculty

Figure 9 shows the salary range distribution by sex and ethnicity
of full-time eleven-month contract faculty in the University as of

1981; (Over half of the University's 11,823 full-time faculty are
paid on an eleven-month contract basis.) Of all the eleven-month
faculty, 39.6 percent made less than $30,000. However, the majority
of both white and minority women as well as minority men in this
classification made less than $30,000, while less than one-third of
white males were in this lowest range. At the top salary range of
$50,000 and above, men again were better represented than women:
26.7 percent of white males and 15,2 percent of minority males were
in the top range,.as compAied to 7.1 percent of white females and

'6.2 percent of minority.females.

-18-
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Full-Time Nine-Month Contract Faculty

Figure 10 illustrates the 1981 distribution by sex and ethnicity of

the nine-month contract faculty at the University in the six salary

ranges. (The nine-month contract faculty overall make lower salav.
ies than do the 11-month faculty, who often have administrative

duties in addition to faculty. responsibilities.) Of all .the nine-

month faculty, 44 percent made less than $30,000 in 1981. The

overwhelming majority of both minority and white women 9-month
faculty (89.7% and 74.3%, respectively) made salaries of less than
$30,000 in 1981, as did almost half (49.2%) of the minority males.
In contrast, only 36.2 percent of white males made less than $30,000.
Ai was the case with 11-month faculty, men again were better repre-
sented than women in the top salary range. Ten percent of white
males and 5.3 percent of minority males made salaries of $50,000 or
more, compared to LA percent of white females. There were no

minority females in the top salary range in 1981.

Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty

Figure.11 shows the 1981 salary distribution by sex and ethnicity

of the University's full-time Professional Non-Faculty employees,
The vast majority (80.5%) of all these staff made less than $30,000

in 1981, although the men were not nearly so concentrated at this

range as were the women. While the percentage of employees in this
classification who made over $50,000 was quite small (about 1%),

white males again led the way with 3 percent in the top salary

range. Minority.males had 0.8 percent at this level, with white
females at 0.5 percent and minority women at 0.2 percent.

FULL-TIME FACULTY BY TENURE STATUS AND RANK

This section of Chapter One examines the representation of women

and ethnic minoritieg among the ranks of tenured, tenure-track, and

"other" (non-ladder rank) full-time faculty at the University since

1977. It answers several questions:

What were the representations of women and minorities in the

tenured faculty, in the tenure-track faculty, and in the other

(non-ladder rank) faculty? How had these representations changed
over the four-year period? In which faculty categdries were

women and minorities best represented?

What were the differences in representation in each.of the three
% faculty categories among the different minority groups, and

between men and women in each minority group?
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Tenured Facility

Of all the full-time faculty in the University in 1981, 47 percent
were tenured. (Note: For this report, the University includes the
large group of i'76Egr Faculty," who are non-ladder rank and ineligi-
ble for tenure--thus the low figure for the percent of full-time
faculty who are tenured. Had 'the "Other Faculty" group been ex-
cluded, then approxifately 83 i)ercent of the faculty would have
been reported as tenured.) Figure.12 displays the percentages of
men and women of each ethnic group in the tenured faculty for 1977,
1979, and 1981. The tenured faculty was still predominantly white
and male ia'1981, although slightly, less so than it was in 1977.
Women held on:1y 8.8% of the tenured faculty positions in 1981,
although this represented a 2.1 percentage points increase since
1977. White women increased their representation by 1.8 percentage
points over the four-year period; there were only very slight
increases in the percentages of ethnic minority women. While white
males decreased their representation by 3.2 percentage points oveF
the ofour-year period, males of all minority groups increased their
percentages of the tenured faculty. 'Hispanic men made'the largest
gain from 1977 to 1981, increasing hy 0.6 percentage point.

Overall, Asians were the,bese,Tebresented thinority group in the
tenuted faculty in 1981 ariAhey,yere in 1977, followed by-Hispanics.
In every ethnic group, men heso a considerably greater proportion
of tenured faculty positions than did,women.

Tenure-Track Faculty

Figure 13 illustrates'the changes in percentages of women and
minorities in the University's tenure-track faculty over, the four-
year period from 1977 to 1981. Those faculty who were on-track for
tenure constituted .about 10 percent of the full-time faculty.in°
1981: There was an overall drop of 362 people in this category
over the four-year period. "The tenure-track faculty at the Univer-

- sity is also predominantly white and male, although considerably
less so than the tenured faculty.

Women held 26.6 percent of the on-track for tenure positions id
1981, a 4.2 percentage point increase since 1977. The majority of
this increase was due to the increased representation of white
women (up by 4.3 percentage points.since 1977). Asian women also
increased their percentage of the tenure-track faculty, from 12
percent to 1.8 percent over the four-year period. Black, Hispanic,
and American Indian women all decreased their percentages. Along
with the decrease in the. representation of white males in this
category (down. by 3.3 percentage points from 1977 to 1981), Black,



kIGURE 12 Full-Time Tenured Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a
Percent of Total Full-rime Tenured Faculty, University of
California, Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981 I
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FIGURE 23 iull-Time Tenure-Track Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a
Percent of Total Full-Time Tenure-Tradk Faculty, University
of California, Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981

Source:

MEN WOMEN

77.0
74.
73.4

2.4'
26.3
28.8

88.3 1 118.9 C86.0083.9 21.2 UNITE 06.1U)83.0 23.2 ($6.20

TOTAL

ETHNIC. dROU0
TOTALS

C100%)
(100%)
,(10031)

2.8
2.7
2.0

4.1

3.1

1.0
1.1
0.9

1.0
0.9
0.6

C3.-10;
MACK C$A101

(2.90

C6.18)
NISAMIC (4.310

(3.8%)

3.9 1.2

6.1 1.8
ASIAN

(6.1%)Ma)D1977 (N im 1,521)
'4.3 1.9

C8.91)

ED 1979 (N in 1,387)
0.6 0.3

C0.8u)1981 CN 1,159) 0 .3 0.2
0.3, 0.1

ANERIIMM4 INDIAN <TM

1 1 I 4 I , I I I I I i
1 00 80 60 40 . 20 0 20 40 60 80 1 00

KIR CENT CW 7 OTAL

California Postsecondary placation Commission



Hispanic, and American Indian ,men all decreased their percentages

of the tenure-track faculty. Only,Asian men increased their repre-
sentation, from 3.9 percent in 1977 to 5.1 percent in,1981.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the

tenure-track classification over the four-year period with 6.9

percent Of the total, followed bY Hispanics with 3.6 percent.

Other (Nim-Ladder Rank) Facuaty

Figure 14 displays the changes in the representation of women and

minorities in the University's "Other Faculty" category from 1977

to 1981. In 1981, the other faculty constituted about 43 percent
of the full-time faculty at the University; again, these "Other

Faculty" are largely those on full-time but temporary contracts,
and are ineligible for tenure. (From 1979 to 1981, there was a
drop of 1,635 persons in this category, which was due to the exclu-

sion of some 1,600 teaching assistants from this classification in

1981. The percentages on Figure 14 may thus.be suggestive at'

best.)

Women held 30.4 percent of the non-ladder rank, other faculty
positions in 1981, an increase of 5 percentage points since 1977.

The majority of this increase was due to the 4.4 percentage points

increase for white women over the four-year period. Slight increases

in percentages were made by all minority women. White males de-

creased their percentage of this category by 5.4 percentage points.

Black and American Indian men also decreased their percentages,

while Hispanic and Asian men increased their representation.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the

other faculty category in 1981 at 9.9 percent, followed by Hispanics

at 2.6 percent.

Summnary

Women and minorities constitute a-greatet proportion of the non-

ladder rank, "other" faculty than they do of either the tenured-or

tenure-track faculty. In looking across the three faculty categor-
ies (Figures 12, 13, and 14), it is clear that women--whether'

minority or white--are best represented in the non-ladder rank,

other faculty category. Black and Hispanic men, on the other hand,

are best represented in the tenure-track faculty. Asian men, like

women, are better represented in the other faculty category than in

either the tenured or tenure-track categories at the University.



FIGURE 24 Other Full-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent
of Total Other Full-Time Faculty, University of California,
Fall 1977, 1979, and 2982
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1.

NEW HIRES, PROMOTIONS, AND SEPARATIONS

One way to measure the success of affirmative action programs in
increasing the representation of women and.ethnic minorities in the
top three occupational categories is to compare the percentages of
women and minorities-who are hired or promoted into those categorr
ies, and the percentages of those separated or released from those
categories, first with the 1977 base year representation of women
and minorities in each classification, and ,then with their 1979 and
1981 representation. Once the percentages of new hires, promotions,
and separations are computed, an overall net percentage point
change for the four-year period can be determined for Women `And

minorities in each of the occupational classifications.

This section of Chapter One answers a series of questions about the
hiring, promoting, and separating of women and minorities ih the
top three occupational categories at the University between 1977
and 1981:

Were women and minorities hired at or above their representation
in each category's 1977 and 1979 populations? How did the
percentages of new hires differ among the ethnic groups, and,
between men and women within each ethnic group?

Were women And minorities promoted at or abOve their percentages
in each category's 1977 and 1979 populations? Did the percentages
of promotions differ markedly among ethnic groups and between
males and females within the ethnic groups?

Were women and minorities separated at or above their representa-
tion in each category's 1977 and 1979 populations? Did the
percentage of separations differ among minorities and between
men and women within each ethnic group?

Overall, what was the net change over the four-year period in
the representation of women and minorities in the top three
occupational classifications at the University?

Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Table 2 gives the percentages of new hires, promotions, and separa-
tions from 1977 to 1979 and from 1979 to 1981, with the net percent-
age point change for each of the two-year periods, and the final

net change for the entire four-year Teriod, for men and women of
each ethnic group in the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and
Professional Non-Faculty staff classifications at the University.

-29-



c TABLE 2 Percent of Full-Time ExecutiVe and Professional Non-Faculty
Staff by Sex and Ethnicity Among New Hires, Promotions, and
Separations, University of California, Fall 1977 Through
Fall 2982 ,
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Reading from left to right in the Executive category, it is apparent

that from 1977 to 1979, white females were hired at less than.their

1977 percentage of the classification, and promoted, but also

separated, at above their 1977 level of representation in this

category, for a net increase of 0.7 percentage point from 1977 to

1979. Reading on to the right, white females again were hired at

less than their 1979 percentage of the Executive/Administrative/Man-
agerial category, and promoted and separated at above their 1979

percentage, for a net increase of 2.4 percentage points from 1979.

to 1981. Overall, the resulting net change for white women in the

,Executive/Administrative/Managerial category over the four-year

period from 1977 to 1981 was an increase of 3.1 percentage points.

Reading across the table for Black men indicates that their percent-

ages of new hires, promotions, and separations over the_four-year

.
period resulted in an overall decline of 1.0 percentage point in

their representation on the administrative staff, with most of the

decrease occurring between 1979 and 1981. Black women, who decreased

by 0.2 percentage point between 1977 and 1979, made up that decrease

with a 0.6 percentage point increase between 1979 and 1981, for an

overall net increase of 0.4 percentage point in the'Executive/Ad-

ministrative category for the four-year period.

Tbe new hire, promotion, and separation rates of,Hispanic males

resulted in a 0.3 percentage point decrease from 1977 to 1979,

which was only partially offset by their 1979 to 1981 increase of

0.1 percentage point, for an overall four-year drop of,0.2 percentage

points in this category. Hispanic women, who were 0.5 percent of

the Executive/Administrative category in 1977 increased by 0.i

percentage point by 1979, and by 0.7 percentage point by 1981, for

an overall net increase of 1.0 percentage point, tripling their

representation in this category since 1977.

Asian men increased by 0.2 percentage point between 1977 and 1979,

and did not gain or lose ground in the next two years, for an

overall net increase of that same 0.2 percentage point. Asian

women, who were 0.5 percent of the administrative staff in 1977,

had increased that percentage to 0.9 percent by 1979 andto 1.7 by

1981, 'for an overall net increase of 1.2 percentage points--which

more than tripled their representation in this category.

So few American Indian men were employed on the University's admin-

istrative-staff in 1977 that they didn't ellen show up as 0.1 per-

centage point of the categorfl, by 1979, however, they were 0.5

percent of the administrative staff. By 1981, this percentage had

decreased to 0.3 percent, for an overall four-year increase of 0.3

percentage point in this category. There were no American Indian

women on the University's administrative staff in 1977i but by 1979

they held 0.1 percent of the category and by 1981,0.2 percent, for

an overall net increase of 0.2 percentage point.



Generally, both minority and white women fared better than minority
males in new hires and promotions in the University's Executive/Ad-
ministrative category between 1977 and 1981, although men in every
ethnic group continued to hold a considerably larger share of all
positions in this classification than did women._

Professional Non-Faculty

The Professional Non-Faculty classification is also describedAin
Table 2. In this classification, where women in almost every
ethnic group held a majority,of the positions, the new hire, promo-
tion, and separation rates of almost all minorities and women
resulted in increases.in their percentages of the Professional Non-
Facnity staff over the four-year period. Only American Indian men
and women made no progress; they held stable at 0.2 percent of the

, category across the four years.

natured Faculty

Table 3 depicts the new hire, promotion, and separation rates, and
the net changes, for the three different faculty categories--ten-
ured, tenure-track, and other faculty. The percentages of new
hires aad promotions of white women in the tenured faculty category
were double their 1977 and 1979 percentages of that category,
resulting in a 1.8 percentage points increase over the four-year
period:

Black men generally did better between 1979'and 1981 in their
percentages of new hires and promotions to the tenured faculty
ranks than they did from 1977 to 1979, for an overall increase of
0.2 percentage point. Black women also received higher percentages
of new hires and promotions between 1979 and 1981 than in the
previous two-year period, but this did not change their representa-
tion on the tenured faculty, which remained at 0.2 percent over the
four-year period.

Hispanic men received higher percentages of new hires and promotions
than their 1977 and 1979 percentages of the tenured facultyecross
the four years, resulting in an overall increase of 0.6 percentage
point. While Hispanic women received roughly four times the per-
centage of new hires (0.9%) and promotions (0.7%) from 1979 to 1981
that they held in the tenured faculty category in 1979 (0.2%), the
result was a net increase of 0.1 percentage point over the four-year
period to 0.3 percent of the 1981 tenured faculty.

Asian en xgenerally, did well in new hires but not in promotions over
the fo v-year period, for a net increase of 0.4 percentage points
on the e,nured faculty. Asian women also did better in terms of
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TABLE 3 Percent of Full Time Faculty by Category, Sex, and Ethnicity
Among New Hires, Promotions, aneSeparations, University of
California, Fall 1977 Through Fall 1981
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new hires than in promotions, for a.net increase of 0.1 percentage

point over the four-year period.

American Indian men showed no new hires, promotions,,or separations

between 1979 and 1981, resulting in the 0.1 percentage point in-

crease that occurred between.1977 and .1979. American Indian women,

who had so few members in the tenured faculty in 1977 and 1979 that

they registered 0.0 percent, received enough new hires and promo-
tions from 1979 to 1981 to raise their percentage of the tenured

faculty to 0.1 percentage point in 1981.

Tenure-Track*Faculty

No promotions are given in the tenure-track classification; persons
are either promoted out of this category into the tenured faculty,

or released, .so only new hires and separations are shown. White

women received a higher percentage of these new 4ires between 1977
and 1979 than the percentage they held in the tenure-track faculty
category in 1977, forsa net increase of 4.3 percentage points over
the four-year period.

Black men received a smaller percentage of new hires than their
percentages of,the tenure-track faculty in either 1977 or'1979, and

a considerably higher percent of separations between 1979 and 1981,

for an overall net.decrease of 0.8 percentage point. Black women
also received a smaller percentage of new hires in each two-year
period than their percentages of the on-track category in 1977 and

1979, and a higher percentage of separations between 1977 and 1979,

for an overall decrease of 0.1 percentage point over the four-year
period.

Hispanic men received smaller percentages of-both new hires and
separations in each two-year period than their percentages of the
category in 1977 and'1979, again resulting in a decrease of 1.0

percentage point in the representation of Hispanic men in the
tenure-track classification. Hispanic women also received smaller
percentages of new hires and separations than their percentages of

the tenure-track-category in 1977 and 1979,°for a net decrease of

0.5'percentage point.

Asian men received a higher percentage of new hires in each two-year
period than their percentages of the tenure-track faculty.in 1977
and 1979, resulting in a net increase of 1.2 percentage points over
the four-year period. For Asian women, their higher percentage of
,new hires from 1977 to 1979 than their 1977 percentage of the
tenure-track.category, and the lower percentage of separations from
1979 to 1981, provided a 0.6 percentage point increase.
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American Indian men received a smaller percentage of new hires from
1977 to 1979 than their percentage in the 1977 tenure-track f culty,
and no net hires from 1979 to 1981, for a net decrease of 0.2'
percentage looint over the four years. A considerablP highe per-
centage of separations from 1979 to 1981 than their percent ge of
the 1979 category, resulted in a drop of 0.2 percentage points or

American Indian women over the four-year period.

Other (Non-Ladder Rank) Faculty

In the "other" faculty category at the University, the new hire,
promotion, and separation rates of almost all minoiities and women
resulted in increases in their percentages of this category. Only
Black and American Indian men decreased their percentages of the
other faculty category over the four-year period.

Summary

Looking across the top three occupational categories at the Univer-
sity from 1977 to 1981, the picture of new hires, promotions, and
separations has generally been a mixed one. The net changes for
women and minorities, with some exceptions, have been positive in
the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and Professional Non-Faculty
staff classifications, and in the tenured and "other" faculty
categories. The tenure-track classification, however, shows many
negative net changes for minority men and women over the four-year
period, and it is from this group that people will be drawn for the
tenured faculty. It seems clear that the University will need to
concentrate its efforts particularly in the tenure-track faculty
category, ao that the recent slight increases in the percentages of
women and minorities on the tenured faculty can be continued and
expanded.

PROJECTING TI-IE FUTURE

With staff data available for 1977, 1979, and 1981, trend-line
projections are possible regarding the sex and ethnic composition
of the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and Professional Non-
Faculty staff at the University in coming years. With only three
data points, however, one can only project the next two data points
with any reliability. The figures in this section project the sex
and ethnic composition for the University's two top staff categories
for 1983 and 1985, assuming continued trends as evidenced over the
past four years from 1977 to 1981. (As indicated in the earlier
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sections on full- and part-time faculty, the University has been
unable to provide comparable data for 1977, 1979, and 1981;
therefore, nd projections of the University's faculty are included.)
The statistical method employed was a trend.-line analysis using the
least squares method of linear regression. While some might argue
that such imponderables ai the eeonomic.state of the nation and
California, including the rate of unemployment, the business slump,
and the variability of interest rates make predictions based on
stability quite suspect, stability has not been a major part of
California's postsecondary edueation picture over t e past four
years--particularly with regard to financing, enrollme\te , federal

aid, and legislative demands--thus projecting on these four years
may indeed provide conservative estimates of future trends.

Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 15 illustrates the projections of sex and ethnic composition
of the University's Executive/Administrative/Managerial staff for
1983 and 1985 based in. 1977-1981 data. Women in all ethnic groups
are projected to increase their percentages on the administrative
staff, if trends of the past four years hold constant. Men overall,
and white, Black, and Hispanic men in particular, are projected to
decrease their percentages, while Asian and American Indian men
would increase their proportions of this classification in both
1983 and 1985.

The increases of all women and Arian and American Indian men would
result in an increase of 6 percentage points in the representation
of women and minorities on the University's administrative staff by
1985.

Professtynal Non-Faculty

Figure 16 shows the projected sex and ethnic composition of the
Professional Non-Faculty category for 1983 and 1985. Women in
almost all ethnit groups are projected to increase their already
majority share of the positions in this classification by 1985;
stability at 0.2 percent is projected 1dr American Indian women.
While white males will decrease their proportion of the Profession-
al Non-Faculty category, men in almost all ethnic groups are pro:-
jected to increase their percentages by 1985; American Indian men
will hold stable. Overall, by 1985, women and minorities are
projected to increase their representation in the Professional
Non-Faculty category by 2.5 percentage points.
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FIGURE 15 Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff by
Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Full-Time
Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff, University
of California, Fall 1981 and Projections for 1983 and 1985
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FIGURE 16 Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty Staff by Gender and
Ethnicity.as a Percent of Total Full-Time Professional
Non-Faculty Staff, University of California, Fall 1981
and Projections for 2983 and 2985
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Summary

Looking at the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and Professional
Non-Faculty classifications, it is clear that the percentages of
women and minorities are projected to increase by 1985. Given the
noncomparability of the Faculty data, it is not possible to deter-
mine whether women and minorities will increase their relatively
small percentages of this classification, particularly in the
tenured faculty ranks. However, based on the 1981 data alone, the
University may Wish to consider the various means it has at its
disposal to Ancrease the recruitment and retention of women and
minorities as faculty members.'
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CHAPTER TWO

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

CLASSIFICATION/OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY

This section of Chapter Two answers several questions regarding the
classification and occupational activity of both full- and part-time
staff of the State University system:

What was the representation of women and minorities in the State
University's work force in 1981T,

How well were women and minorities represented in the top three
occupational classifications and how had that representation
changed over the four-year period?

What were. the differences among minority groups, and between men
and women within each minority group, in terms of representation
lathe top three occupational categories at the State University?

How did the representation of minorities and women as faculty
and administrative staff compare to the sex and ethnic composi-
tion of the State University's graduate and undergraduate student
bodies?

In 1981, the State University had 26,464 full-time employees (a
decrease of 731 people since 1977, although a slight increase above
the 26,250 who were employed in 1979). Over 60 percent of the
full-time staff were men, as was the case in 1977 and 1979. Men
dominated all employment classifications but two (Secretarial/Cleri-
cal, and Technical/Paraprofessional), and were most dominant in the
Executive/AdMinistrative/Managerial, Faculty, and Skilled Crafts
classifications. There were significant differences by ethnic
group, however. While the greatest percentages of white, Asian,
and American Indian men were in the Faculty classification, the
largest percentages of Black and Hispanic men were in the Ser-

e' vice/Maintenance category.

Women of all ethni-e groups at the State University were most likely
to be found in the Secretarial/Clerical classification. (See Table
4 for precise numbers and percentages of women-and minorities in
the seven occupational categories at the State University in 1981.)

-41-
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TABLE 4 Full-Time Staff by Occupational Activity, California State
Vhiversity, 1982, from Higher Education Staff Information
(EEO-6) Survey
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Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 17 illustrates the changes in percentages of men and women
of each ethnic group in the full-time Executive/Administrative/Man-
agerial classification at the State University over the four-year
period from 1977 to 1981. The total number of staff in this cate-
gory was virtually unchanged from 1979 to 1981. (The large increase
from 1977 to 1979 was due to a shift by the State University of
some 900 persons from the Professional Non-Faculty and Faculty
categories into the Executive/Administrative/Managerial category in
1979; the reasons for,this shift are discussed in the Commission's
1981 report. Comparisons between the 1979 and 1981 data for the
Executive and Professional Non-Faculty categories are therefore
more accurate than between 1977 and 1981.)

While the Executive/Administrative/Managerial category at'Efi;State
University was still predominantly white (86.1%) and male (79.3%)
in 1981, it was less so than in 1979: In fact, women increased
their representation in this category by 4.1 percentage points
between 1979 and 1981. There were differences by ethnic group,
however. White, Black, and Hispanic women all increased their
proportions of the administrative staff from 1979 to 1981; Asian
women decreased their percentage and American Indian women held
stable over the two-year period. While white males decreased their
percentage of administrative staff from 1979 to 1981, Black and
Hispanic men increased their proportions and Asian and American
Indian men remained stable over the two-year period.

Overall, Blacks were the best represented minority group on the
State University's administrative staff in 1981 at 6.3 percent.
Hispanics were the second best represented minority group at 5.2
percent. In every ethnic group, men held a considerably greater
share of the positions in the Executive/Administrative/Managerial
category than did women.

(As only 16 persons in the Executive/Administrative/Managerial
classification were part-time employees in 1981, no analysis of
their sex and ethnic composition was done.)

Full-Time Faculty

Figure 18 shows the changes in representation of women and minori-
ties as members of the full-time Faculty classification at the
State University over the four-year period. The full-time Faculty
category decreased by 253 people from 1977 to 1981 to a total of
11,709. While this classification was also predominantly white
(88%) and male (78.2%) in 1981, it was less so than it was'in 1977.
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FIGURE 27 Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff by
Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Full-Time
Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff, CalifOrnia
State University, Fall 2977, 2979, and 2982
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FIGURE 28 Full-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total.FUll-Time Faculty, California State University,
Fall 2977, 1979, and 1982
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White, Asian, and American Indian women increased their perceatages
Of the full-time Faculty classification over the four-year period;
Black women declined slightly and Hispanic women held the same
proportion in 1981 as in 1977. White and Black men both decreased
their percentages over the four years; Asian men increased their
proportion, and Hispanic and American Indian men held the same
proportion of faculty positions in 1981 as they held in 1977.

Overall, Asians were the best i.epresented minority on the State
University's full-time Faculty in 1981 (5:8%), as they were in
1977. Hispanics were the next best represented minority :*roup over
the four-year period, at a stable 3.2...percent. In every\-ethnic
group, men held a far greater share of full-time faculty positions
than did women.

-

Part-Time Faculty

Figure 19 illustrates the percentages of women and minorities in
the State University's part-time Faculty classification over the
four-year period. In 1981, there weie 6,990 people in this part-
time categorxj(as compared to 11,709 in the full-time Faculty), an
irtErease of 99 people since 1977. Men also dominated the part-time
Faculty category (62.4%), although women were considerably better
repriented here than on the'full-time Faculty. Over the four-year
period, women increased their proportion of the part-time faculty
by 1.4 percentage points. White,. Black, and Asian women all in-
creased their percentages, while Hispanic and American Indian women
both decreased. Hispanic women had a particularly noticeable .

decrease, from 3.6 percent in 1977 to 1.9 percent in 1981.

Men overall decreasedtheir percentage of the part-time Faculty
category between 1977 and 1981, although white, Asian, and American
Indian men increased their,proportions. Black.and Hispanic men
both decreased their percentages, with Hispanic men showing the
most pronounced decline (from 5.8% in1977 to 3.3% in 1981).

Overall, Adians were the best represented minority group among the
part-time faculty members, with their proportion increasing over
the four-year period. All other ethnic groups either declined or
remained stable in their percentages of the part-time State Univer-
sity faculty from 1977 to 1981.

Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty

r

Figure 20 displays the Percentages of women and minorities on the
State University's full-time Professional Non-Faculty staff over
the four-year period. This classification decreased by 489 people

6J
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FIGURE 19 Part-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total Part-Time Faculty, California State University,
Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981 t
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FIGURE 20 Full-Time Arofessional War-Faculty Staff by Gender and
Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Full-Time Professional
Non-Faculty Staff, California State UnivefOty, Fall 1977,

1979, and 1981
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between .1977 and 1981. Men also comprised the majority _of this
classification in 1981 at 53.2 percent, and it was predominantly
white (76%). Women of all ethnic groups increased their percentages
of the full-time Professional Non-Faculty from 1977 to 1981, although
white women showed a decrease from 1979. White, Asian, and American
Indian men decreased their percentages over the four-year period,
while Black and Hispanic men increased their proportions.

Overall, Blacks were the best represented minority group among
full-time Professional Non-Faculty staff in 1981 (8.6%), as they
were in 1977.

Part-Time Professional Non-Faculty

Figure 21 depicts the part-time Professional Non-Faculty classifica-
tion at the State University, and the changes in the representation
of women and minorities over the four-year period. This part-time
employee group lost over half of its members betvieen 1977 and 1981,
and had less than one-quarter of the number of people as in the
full-time Professional Non-Faculty staff in 1981.

Men and women held almost equal shares of this classification in
1981 (50.1 and 49.9 percent, respectively). Women'increased their
share of this part-time,category by 3 percentage points over the
four-year period. White, Asian, and Black women all increased
their percentages, with Black women more than doubling their per-
centage (from 1.6% in 1977 to 3.5% in 1981). White and Black men
increased their proportions, while Hispanic, Asian, and American
Indian men all decreased their percentages. Hispanic men and women

both showed considerable declines over the four-year period.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the
part-time Professioial Non-Faculty classification at the State
University in both 1979 and 1981. Hispanics had been the best
represented minority group in 1977.

Comparisons Among Administrators, Faculty, and Students

In order to answer the question posed at the beginning of this
chapter as to how the sex and ethnic composition of the State
University's administration and faculty compare with that of the
graduate and undergraduate student bodies, Commission staff used
the State. University's student ethnicity data, but with several
changes. In order to provide comParative student ethnicity data
with that generated on the federal EE0-6 form for faculty, Commis-
sion staff deleted the "non-resident aliens," "others," and "unknown"

categories from the student totals. Figure 22 shows the sex and
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FIGURE 22 Part-Tine Professional Non-Faculty Staff by Gen4ê and
Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Part-Tine Professional
Non-Faculty Staff, California State University, fall 1977,
1979, and 2982
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FIGURE 22 Comparison of Graduate and Undergraduate Students With
Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff by
Ethnicity and Gender, California State University, 1981
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ethnic composition of the full-time Executive/Administrative/Mana-
gerial staff as compared to the State University's graduate and
undergraduate studeni bodies in 1981.

While women constituted 52 percent of the undergraduate stUdent

body and 60 percent of the graduate student body, they held only,21
percent of the administrative positions. This pattern held true
for women of every ethnic group, with Hispanic and Asian women
holding a particularly small share of administrative positions
compared to their percentages in the graduate and undergraduate

'iiudent bodies.

Men, on the other hand, were much better represented as members of
the administration at the_State University in 1981, than in either
the graduate or undergraduate student bodies. There were signifi-

cant differences by ethnic group, however. Black and Hispanic men,
like white men, held larger percentages of administrative staff
positions in the State University than their representation in the
graduate or undergraduate student bodies. As was the case with
Asian women, Asian men held a particularly small share of adminis-
trative positions, compared to their percentages in the undergradu-
ate and graduate student bodies. American Indian men and women
both held smaller shares of the administrative position's at the
State University than their percentages in either the graduate or
undergraduate student bodies.

Figure 23 depicts the comparison of the sex and ethnic composition
of the State University's full-t*me faculty in 1981 with that of
the graduate and undergraduate student bodies. The percent 'of

women on the faculty (21.8%) was almost the same as on the adminis-

trative staff (20.7%). There were differences by ethnic group,

however. While white women held slightly more than half the per-
centage of faculty positions as compared to their percentage of the
undergraduate student body in,1981 and considerably less than half
the percentage they constituted of the graduate student body, the
percentages of t'aculty positions held by women in all other ethnic
groups were far below their percentages of either the graduate or

undergraduate student bodies.

Men, on the other hand, held a much higher proportion of faculty
positions at the State University (78.2%) than they held in either
the graduate or undergraduate student bodies. White men held more
than double the percentage of faculty positions than their percent-
ages in either,the graduate or undergraduate student bodies; Asian
men held a higher percentage of faculty positions than their per-

centage of the graduate student body. Black, Hispanic, and American
Indian men all held a smaller proportion of faculty positions than
their percentages in either the graduate or undergraduate student

bodies.
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FIGURE 23 Comparison of-Graduate and Undergraduate Students With
Full-Time Faculty by Ethnicity and Gender, California State
University, 1981
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COMPENSATION

This section of Chapter Two examines the salary ranges of ihe
full-time State University staff in the top three occupational
categories in 1981. As explained in the University's "Compensation"
section, the charts in this section include data obtained from the
Commission's salary supplement to the federal EEO-6 form, which
permits analysis of salary ranges beyond that of the $30,000 and
above" range in the federal form. These charts thus show the
percentages of white males and females and minority males and
females, in each of six salary ranges, fibm "less.than $30,000" to
"$50,000 and above." The tables in Appendix G show the precise
numbers of men and women in each ethnic group whoqe salaries were
reported in each of twelve salary ranges from "bellow $7,500" to
"$50,000 and above."

This section answers several major questions:

In the top three occupational categories, what perqentages of
men and women in eachsthnic group made less than 30,000 in
1981?

What percentages of women and minorities had sala ies abovZ
$30,000? What was the representation of women and minorities in
the top salary range in each job clgssificption, as compared to
white males? ,

Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 24 illustrdtes the distribution by sex and ethnicity of the
full-time Executive/Administrative/Managerial employees at the ,

State University in six salary ranges. (TVis display includes
11-month contract employees only, since only 24 Executive/Adminis-
trative employees were paid on a 9-month basis).

Of all the Executive/Administrative/Managerial staff, 14.4 percent
made less than $30,000 in 1981. The.percentages of men making less
than $30,000 were relatively low: only 7.7 percent of white males
and 14..8 percent of minority males were in this salary range.
libwever, over a third of all white women (35.6%) and almost half of
all minority women C45.5%) who were on the State University's
administrative staff in 1981 made less than $30,000 per year. In
fact,.as the salary ranges increase, the percentagesof white and
minority women decrease, resulting in only 4.1 perciht,of white
women and 3.0 percent of minority women earning salaries in the top
ranoe of $50,000 and above. MiAority men fared better than did

-54-



I')

E 100

E 90-
N

80-
0

70-

60-

SO-

C 40-
A

E 30 -

0
R 20-
Y

0

A

10-

FIGURE 24 Distribution of Eleven-Month Contract Executive/Administra-
tive/Managerial Staff Salary Range by Gender and Ethnicity,
California State University, 1981'

14.4

96.0

46.6

211.2

4

27.0

ri TOTAL (N a= 1,266)1
ION
RIM
'MVO'
1.101
'OMNI

11111

WHITE MALES (N 869)

WHITE FEMALES (N la 222)

MINORITY MALES (N a, 142)

1111MINORITYJEMALE (N i= 33)

xvi

4.2 20.t.
29.2

17.1
14.4

12.C. 12.1
.1 10.2

LESS THAN $30,000 S30 - 34,999 S35 - 38,999

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission

$40 - 44,998

4.1 4.2 9.0

$45 - 49,899 S50,000 AND ABOVE



women, with a
ranges, and 4.
1981. Over 60
administrative
percent in the

somewhat more even distribution among the salary
2 percent received salaries of $50,000 or more in
percent of all white males in the State University's
staff made salaries of over $40,000, with 10.2

top salary range of $50,000 and above in 1981.

Full-Time Nine-Month Contract Facuaty

Figure 25 shows the distribution by sex and ethnicity of the 9-month
contract faculty at the State University in the six salary ranges.
(The vast majority of faculty at the State University are paid on a
nine-month contract basis and are shown in this display; the 351
eleven-month contract faculty are not shown.)

Of all the nine-month faculty, 42.8 percent made less than e30,000

in 1981. Tfie overwhelming majority of both white (61.3%) and
minority (72.3%) women faculty made less than $30,000, and almost
half the dinority men. (49.4%) were in this salary range in 1981.
In comparison, the greatest percentage of white male faculty (47.1%)

was in the $35,000 - $39,999 range in L981. Virtually no one in

the nine-month faculty at the State University made a salary above
$40,000 in 1981.

Full-Time Professional Won-Faculty

Figure 26 illustrates the distribution by sex and ethnicity of the

full-time Professional Non-Faculty employees atthe State University
among the six salary ranges. (The majority of Professional Non-
Faculty staff are paid on an eleven-month contract basis and are
included in this display; the 179 nine-month staff in this category
are not included.)

The vast majority (77.7%) of all the Professional Non-Faculty staff
'made less than $30,000 in 1981, although the men were not nearly as
concentrated in this range as were the women. White males held the
largest proportions of all the salary ranges above $30,000, and
minority men held larger proportions of these ranges than either

white or minority wokien.

FULL-TIME FACULTY BY TENURE STATUS AND RANK

This section of Chapter Two examines the representation of women
and ethnic minorities among the ranks of tenured, tenure-track, and
"other" (not eligible.for tenure) full-time faculty at the State
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University. It answers several questions:

What was the representation of women and minorities in ttie
tenured faculty, in the tenure-track faculty, and in the other
faculty in 1981? How has this xepresentation changed over the
four-year period? In which faculty category were women and
minorities best represented?

What were the differences in representation in each of the three
faculty categories among the different ethnic groups, and between
men and women in each ethnic group?

Tenured Facuaty

01 the full-tiie faculty at the State University in 1981, 77.3
percent were tenured. Figure 27 displays the percentages of men
and women of each ethnic group in the tenured faculty at the State
University for 1977, 1979, and 1981. The tenured faculty was Still
predominantly white and male in 1981, although less male than in
1977. Women held only 18.4 percent of the tenured faculty posi-
tions, although this was an increase of 1.2 percentage points over
the four-year period. White.women increased their proportion by
0.6 percentage point; Black, Hispanic, and Asian women increased
theirs by 0.2 and 0.3 percentage points, while American Indian
women increased by 0.07 percentage point over the four-year period.

While white males decreased their representation on the tenured
faculty by 2.1 percentage points between 1977 and 1981, virtually
all minority group men increased their proportions of the tenured
faculty; American Indian men held a stable proportion at 0.3 percent.
Hispanic men made the largest gain from 1977 to 1981, increasing by
0.4 percentage point.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the
tenured faculty at the State University in 1981 (at 5.4%) as they
were in 1977, followed by Blacks and Hispanics in equal proportions
(2.5% each). In every ethnic group, men held considerably greater
percentages of the tenured faculty positions than did women.

Tenure-Track Faculty

Figure 28 depicts the changes in percentages of women and minorities
in the State University's tenure-track faculty from 1977 to 1981.
Only 11.7 percent of the full-time State University faculty were on
track for tenure in 1981, and there was an overall drop of 275
persons in this category over the four-year period.
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I \ FIGURE 27 Full-Time Tenured Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a
Percent of Total Full-Time Tenured Faculty, California State
University, Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981
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FIGURE 28 Full-Time Tenure-Track Faculty by Gender'and Ethnicity as a
Percent Of Toeal FUll-Time Tenure-Track Faculty, California
State University, Fall 2977, 1979, and 2982
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In 1981, the State University's tenure-track faculty was also
predominantly white and male, although less so than the tenured
faculty. Women-held 30:6 percent of the tenure track positions in
1981, an increase of 0.8 percentage,points. over the four-year
period. White women increased their percentage by 2.6 percentage
points from 1977 to 1981; American Indian women also increased, by
0.1 percentage point. In contrast, Black, Hispanid, and Asian
women all decreased theiepercentages of the tenure-track positions
over the four-year period.

White males decreased their proportion of this category ;bi)- 1.9 per-

centage points from 1977 to 1981. Black men also declined, from
3.5 percent to 2.3 percent of the tenure-track category. Asian
males showed a considerable increase in tenure-track positions,
increasing by 2.3 percentage points over the four-year period,
while Hispanic men increased slightly. American Indian men held
the same percentage of tenure-track positions9in 1981 as in 1977.

Overall, Asians were the best represented minority group in the
tenure-track category in 1981 at 7.7 percent, as they were in 1979;
Blacks had been the best represented minority group (6.0%) in 1977.
As in the tenured faculty, men in every ethnic group held a con-
siderably greater proportion of the tenure-track faculty positions
than did women.

Other Faculty

Figure 29 illustrates the changes in the representation of women
and minorities in the State University's "Other Faculty" category
from 1977 to 1979. The other faculty includes those on short-term
contracts and lecturers; no one in this classification is eligible
for tenure. This group of faculty constituted 11 percent of the
full-time faculty at the State University in 1981. Women held 36.9
percent of these positions in 1981, a 3.7 percentage points increase
since 1977 and double their percentage of the State University's
tenured faculty. The majority of this increase was due to a 3.3
percentage points increase in the representation of white women
over the four-year period. Black, Asian, and American Indian women
all increased their percentages of the other faculty category, but
Hispanic women decreased theirs by 0.7 percentage point from 1977
to 1981.

White, Black, American Indian, and Hispanic men all decreased their
percentages of the other faculty category, with Hispanic men showing
the greatest decline (from 5.3% to 2.9%) over the four years. In

contrast, Asian men increased their proportion of the other faculty
positions by 1.5 percentage points over the four-year period.



FIGURE 29 Other Full-Time Faculty bg Gender aid Ethnicity k a Percent
of Total Other Full-Time Faculty, California Stalte University,
Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981
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..
Overall,,Asians were the best represented minority group in this .
category in 1981 (7.4%), as they Were in 1979; in 1977, Hispanics
had been the best represented minority group in the other faculty
category.

Summary

In looking across the three faculty categories (Figures 27, 28, and
29), it is clear that women, almost regardless of ethnic group,
constituted a greater proportion of the ineligible for tenure,
other faculty group in 1981 than they did of either the tenure-track
or tenured faculty groups. Minority men, on the other hand, held
greater percentages of the tenure-track positions than of either
the other faculty or tenured faculty.

NEW HIRES , PROMOTIONS , AND SEPARATIONS

As discussed in Chapter One, one of the ways of measuring the
success of affirmative action programs is to compare the percentages
of new hires, promotions, and separations for women and minorities
with their representation in each category in 1977, 1979,-and 1981,
and then determine the net changes in their representation in the
top, three occupational categories over the four-year period.
Unfortunately, due to the State University's reclassification and
movement of some 900 persons primarily from the Frofessionil/Non-
Faculty category into the Executive/Administrative/Managerial
category between 1977 and 1979, the data for these categories is
not comparable for that two-year period. Thus, comparisons of the
percentages of new hires, promotions, and separations in these two
occupational classifications can only be made for the two-year
period from 1979 to 1981. As the Faculty category was not affected
by these data problems, comparisons can be made for this classifica-
tion for the entire four-year period.

This section of the report answers a series of queStions about the
hiring, promotion, and separation of women and minorities in the
top three occnpational categories at the State University:"

Were women and minorities hired at or above their representation
in each category's 1977 or 1979 populations? How did the per-
centages of new hires differ among the ethnic groups, and among
men and women within each ethnic group?

Were women and minorities promoted at or above their percentages
in each category's 1977 or 1979 population? Did the percentages
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of promotions differ markedly among ethnic groups? Between men

and women within each ethnic group?

Were women and minorities separated at or above their representa-

tion in each.category's 1977 or 1979 population? Did the per-

. centage of separations differ among minorities and between men

and women within the various ethnic groups?

Overall, what was the net change over the four-year period (in

some case's, the two-year period) in the representation of women

and minorities in the top three occupational classifications at

the State University?

Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Table 5 shows the percentages of new hires, promotions, and separa-

tions from 1979 to 1981, and the net percentage point change for

that two-year period, for men and women of each ethnic group in

both the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and the Professional

Non-Oculty staff classifications at the State University.

Reading from6'left to right in the executive category, it is apparent
that white women were hired and promoted, but also separated, at

percentages above their percentage representation in that category

in 1979, for a net increase of 3.7 percentage points over the

two-year period.

Black men were also hired above their 1979 representation in this

category, and received a smaller percentage of promotions and

separations, for a net increase of 0.4 percentage point between
1979 and 1981. Black women were hired, promoted and separated at
above their 1979 percentage, for a 0.4 percentage point increase.

The percentage of new hires that went to Hispanic men from 1979.to

1981 was more than twice their percentage in the Executive category
in 1979, but their percentages of promotions were lower and their

separations were higher, for ih overall increase of 0.4,percentage

point over the two-year period. Hispanic women also received
double the percentage of new hires as their percentage in the

executive category in 1979, for an increase of 0.1 percentage point

by 1981.

Asian men had higher percentages of new hires and promotions than

their 1979 percentage of this category, but they also received a

higher percentage of separations, which resulted in no change in

their representation over the two-year period. -Among Asian women,

the new hire, promotion, and-separation rates resulted in an;:overall

decrease of 0.2 percentage paint from 1979 to'1981.

a



TABLE 5 Percent of Full-Time Executive and PTofessional Non-Faculty
Staff by_Sex and Ethnicity Among New Hires, Promotions, and
Separations, California State University, Fall 2977 Through
Fall 1981

OCCUPAlIONAL ACTIVITY

1977-1979 1979-1981 1977-81

1977 % % NEW % X
OF CATEGORY HIRES PROMOTIONS SEPARATIONS

1979 %
Of CATEGORY

1977-79
CHANGE

% NEW
HIRES

%
PROMOTION SEPARATION

% 1981 % 1979-81
OF CATEGORY CHANGE

1977-81
CHANGE

EXECUTIVE: N/A N/A
WHITE HALE 72.8 55.2 57.7 65.0 68.1 -4.7
WHITE FEMALE 14.1 20.4 23.7 19.3 18.0 13.7
BLACK HALE 4.3 5.4 3.2 2.5 4.7 t0.4
BLACK FEHALE 1.2 3.6 1.9 2.5 1.6 $0.4
HISPANIC HALE COMPARABLE DATA NOT AVAILABLE 4.3 9.5 3.8 5.3 4.7 *0.4

i

oN
HISPANIC FEHALE
ASIAN HALE

0.4

- 1.6-
0.9

2.3
1.9
3.8

0.4
, 2.1

0.5
1.6

'0.1

an
i

ASIAN FEHALE 0.7 2.3 0.6 2.9 0.5 -0.2
INDIAN HALE 0.2 0.5 0.6 - 0.2 -
INDIAN FEMALE 0.1 - 2.6 0.1

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY: N/A N/A
WHITE HALE 38.5 38.3 30.9 35.5 40.3 4.8
WHITE FEMALE 39.8 31.6 47.0 36.5 35.7 -4.1
BLACK HALE 3.8 5.9 1.7 f 5.9 4.8 11.0
BLACK FEMALE COMPARABLE DATA NOT AVAILABLE 3.5 4.5 3.5 3.8 3.8 *0.3
HISPANIC HALE 3.2 6.8 4.0 5.8 4.7 14.5
HISPANIC FEHM.E 2.6 4.8 4.2 4.5 3.2 +0.6
ASIAN HALE 4.0 3.3 2.5 3.5 2.9 -1.1
ASIAN FEHALE 3.5 3.7 5.7 3.5 3.6 to.I
INDIAN HALE 0.7 0.5 - 0.6 0.5 -0.2
INDIAN FEMALE 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 -

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission
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Finally, the percentages of promotions received by American Indian

men and women were higher than their percentages in the executive

category in 1979, but were not sufficient to change their percentage

representation in this category over the two-year period.

Professional Non-Faculty

In the Professional Non-Faculty category, white women received

fewer new hires, more promotions and more separations than their

1979 percentage of this category, resulting in a net decrease of

4.1 percentage points.

Black men received considerably larger percentages of both new

hires andoseparations than their 1979 percentage on the Profession-

al Non-Faculty staff, for an overall increase of 1.0 percentage

point. Black women were also hired and separated at rates above.

their 1979 percentage representation, for an increase of 0.3 percent-

age point.

Hispanic men also received double the percentage of new hires as

their '1979 percentage of this category, for an increase of 1.5.

percentage points. Hispanic women were hired, promoted, and separ-

ated at rates above their 1979 percentage of the Professional/Nonl

Faculty category, for an increase of 0.6 percentage point.

Asian men received lower percentages of both new hires and promo-

tions than their perFentage in the category in 1979, for a decrease

of 1.1 percentage points. Asian women, on the other hand, received

higher percentages of new hires, promotions, and separations, re-

sulting in a 0.1 percentage point increase over the two-year period.

American Indian men received a smaller percentage of new hires than

their 1979 percentage of the category and none of the promotions,

for a decrease of 0.2'percentage point, while American Indian women

held essentially stable over the two-year period.

Tenured Faculty

Table 6 illustrates the new hire, promotion; and separation rates
for the three different, faculty categoriestenured, tenure-tracki

and "other" (not eligible for tenure) faeultyrover the four-year

period at the State University.

The percentages of new hires for white women in the tenurtd faculty

category in both of the two-year periods were below their percentage

representation in that, category, although their percentages of

promotions were higher, resulting in a 0.6 percentage point increase

over the four-year period.
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TABLE 6 Percent of Full-Time Faculty by CategOry, Sex, and Ethnicity
Athong New Hires, Promotions, and Separations, California State
UniversAty, Fall 1977 Through Fall 1982

OCCUPA1IONAL ACTIVITY

1977-1979 . 197911981 1977-81 )
.

1977 %
OF CATEGORY

% NEW
HIRES

%
PROMOIIONS

%
SEPARATIONS

1979 %
OF CATEGORY

X
1977-79 % NEW
CHANGE _HIRES

. V
% X ' 1981 X 1979-81

PROMOTION' SEPARATION OF CATEGORY CHANGE

X
1977-81
CHANGE

FACULTY:
n- TENURED

WHITE tIALE 45.1 68.7 66.7 71.9 74.1 -,1.0 77 5 64.0 81.1 73.0 -1.1 -2.1
WHITE FEMALE 15.7 14.9 20.6 22.0 15.8

..d
+0.1 10.0 21.8 13.2 16.3 40.5 40.6

BLACK HALE 1.5 1.5 1.9 1.5 1.7 *0.2 - 2.5 0.8 1.8 t0.1 40.3
BLACK FEMALE 0.5 - 1.0 1146 0.6 40.1 - 1.3 0.4. 0.7 (0.1 *0.2
HISPANIC MALE 1 6 4.5 2.6 0.8 1.9 40.3 .2.5 2.3 1.5 2.0 +0.1 +0.4
HISPANIC FEMALE 0.3 1.5 0.8 0.4 0.4 +0.1 - 1.2 0.1 0.5 *0.1 40.2
ASIAN MALE 4.3 3.0 4.5 2.0 4.4 +0.1 7.5 5.0 2.2 4.5 40.1 +0.2
ASIAN FEHALE 0.6 1.5 1.1 0.7 0.8 +0.2 2.5 1.2 0.1 0.9 40.1 +0.3
INDIAN MALE 0.3 1.5 0.4 0.1 0.3 - -" 0.5 0.1 0.3

..

0.0,
INDIAN FEMALE 3.0 0.2 - -' 0.2 - 0.1 +OA 40.1

NON-TENURED ON-TRACK
ON
op WIUTE MALE 58.1 56.0 58.5 .54.8 58.5 +0.4 58.0 59.8 57.0 56.2 -2.3 -1.111

WHITE FEMALE 23.6 24.9 23.7 22.9 23.7 10.1 24.2 24.8 27.2 26.2 +2.5 t2.6
BLACK HALE 3.5 2.0 2.2 5.0 2.5 -1.0 2.2 2.6 2.3 2.3 -0.2 1.2
BLACK FEMALE 2.5 1.4 3.0 ,.. 3.7 1.7 -0.8 1.3 2.6 2.6 1.2 -0.5 -1.3
HISPANIC HALE 4.0 5.5 3.0 5.6 3.9 -0.1 3.7, 1.7 % 3.5 - 4.1 10.2 10.1
HISPANIC FEMALE

n ASIAN MALE
1.9

4.0

4,1

5.0

-

7.4
1.7
4.4

2.0
5.3

+0.1 1.7
11.3 6.9

0.9
6.0

1.9

3.7

1.3
6.3

--0.7

+1.0
-0.6,
+2.3

ASIAN FEMALE 1.5 1.5 1,5 1.0 1.2 -0.3 1.5 1.7 0.9 1.4 +0.2 -0.1
INDIAN HALE' 0.6 0.7 0.7 . 0.4 0.7 10.1 0.6' - 0.5 0.6 -0.1 0.0
INDIAN FEMALE 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 10.1

,

0.5 OA ,-,, 40.1

OTHER
oo-WNITE MALE 54.2 56.9 73.9 57.3 51.7 -2.5 54.0 45.5 56.0 53.1 +41.4 -1.1
WHITE FEMALE ,

BLACK MALE
28.2
2.4

25.4
2.1

14.8
1.1

24.9
2.2

34.4
2.0

16.2 11.8
-0.4 1.1

A.3
.1

29.9
1.6

31.5
1.2

-2.9
-0.8

13.3

-1.2
BLACK FEMALE 1.1 0.9 - 1.2 1.5 10.4 1.1 - 1.0 1.2 -0.1 40.1
HISPANIC HALE 5.3 5.2 3.4 5.2 2.5 -2.8 2.8 9.1 2.9 2.4.' +0.4 -2.4
HISPANIC FEMALE 2.6 3.0 3.4 " 2.7 1.6 -1.0 1.9 - 1.4 1.9 40:3 -0.7
ASIAN MALE 4.0 4.6 1.1 4.6 4.8 +0.8 5.3 9.1 5.8 5.5 40_7 11.5
ASIAN FEHALE 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.0 -0.1 1.5 c

1.1 1.9 40.9 t0.8
INDIAN HALE - 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.4 -0.5 0.3 - (1.1 0.4 -0.5
INDIAN FEMALE 0.1 0.2 1.1 0.2 0.1 - 0.3 0.4 0.4 $0.3 40.3

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission
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Black men did better in terms of promotions thaftvoin new hires over
the four-year period, for a net increase of 0.3 percentage point.

Black women, like Black men, had no new hires between 1979 and,
1981, although their percentages of promotions were higher than
their percentages in the tenured faculty, for an overall increase

of 0.2 percentage point.

Hispanic.men received considerably higher percentages of both new
hires and promotions to the tenured faculty than their percentage
representation, for an increase of 0.4 perce age point from 1977

to 1981. "While Hispanic women. showed no new hir to the tenured
faculty between 1979 and 1981, their percentages of new hires and
promotions between 1977 and 1979 were considerably above their 0.3
percent of the tenured faculty category, which resulted in an
overall increase of 0.2 percentage point for the four-year period.

Asian men did better in terms of new hires and promotions between
1979 and 1981 than in the previous two-year period, for an increase
of 0.2 Tercentage point in the tenured faculty category. Asian

women received higher percentages of new hires and promotions than

their percentages in the tenured faculty in both tWo-yeat periods,

for an overall increase of 0.3 percentage point.

No American Indian men were tired at the tenured faculty level
between 1979 and 1981, and their iercentage of the tenured faculty
held steady at 0.3 ptrcent. While there were less than 0.1 percent
American Indian women on the State University's tenured faculty in

either 1977 or 1979, they did receive some promotions into the
tenured ranks between 1979 and 1981, giving them 0.1 percent of the
tenured faculty positions in 1981.

Teruire-Track Faculty

In the tenure-track category, white women received slightly higher
percentages of new hires and promotions in each two-year period
than their percentages in the tenure-track faculty category, for a'
net increase of 2.6 percentage points.

Black men received smaller percentages of new hires and promotions
and a considerably higher percentage of separatiOns between 1977
and 1979 than their 1977 percentage of this category, for a decrease
of 1.2 percentage points in the tenure-track category. Black women
also received ima1ler percentages of new hires and larger percent-
ages of separations ,thaa their percentages in the category,.for a

decrease of 1.3 percentage points over the four-year period.

The 5.5 percent of new hires received by Hispanic men from 1977 to
1979.compared to their 4 percent of the tenure-track category
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apparently compensated for their lower percentages of promotions,
for an overall gain of 0.1 percentage_ point. Between 1979 and
1981, Hispanic women received smaller percentages of new hires and
promotions than their percentage representation in the on-track
category, for a decrease of 0.6 percentage point from 1977 to 1981.

Asian men received higher percentages of new hires and promotions
in both two-year periods than their percentages in the on-track
category, for a net increase of 2.3.percentage points over the
four-year period. Asian women did better in terms of new hires and
promotions between 1979 and 1981 than in the previous two-year
period, but still experienced a decrease of 0.1 percentage point in
their representation.

The new hire, promotion, and separation rates of American Indian
men resulted in no change in their representation, while American
Indian women showed a.slight increase of 0.1 percentage point over
the four years.

Other Faculty

The "Other Faculty" category at the State University consists
entirely of persons who are ineligible for tenure. Between 1977
and 1981, the new hire,opromotion, and separation rates of white,
Black, Asian, and American Indian women resulted in increases in
their overall percentages of the other faculty catetory; only
Hispanic women decreased. White, Black, Hispanic, and American
Indian men, on the other hand, all decreased their percentages of
the other faculty category over the four-year period, while Asian
men increased their percentage.

Summary

Looking at the three faculty categories at the State University,
the picture of. new hires, promotions, and separations for women and
minorities has generally been a mixed one. Interestingly, the net
changes for women and minorities have been most positive in the
tenured faculty category, with mixed results in the tenure-track
and "other" faculty categories. ,

PROJECTING THE FUTURE

Given the data problems in the Executive/Administrative/Managerial
and Professional Non-Faculty categories at the State University,

1 0 6
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projections were done for 1983 and 1985 only for the full-time
Faculty classification.

Full-Time Faculty

Figure 30 illustrates the projections of the sex and ethnic composi-
tion of the State University's full-time Faculty category for 1983
and 1985 based on 1977-1981 data. If trends of the past four years
hold constant, relatively little change will occur in the represen-
tation of women and minorities on the full-time faculty. Men will
still predominate, although they are projected to drop from 78.2
percent to 77.3 pertent of the faculty by 1985. Women are projected
to increase their Share of faculty positions by only 0.9 percentage
point over the next four years. White, Asian, and American Indian
women will show slight increases in their proportions on the full-
time faculty; Black women will decrease and Hispanic women are
projected to hold steady. White, Black, and,Hispanic men are all
projected to decrease their percentages of the Faculty category,
with American Indian men holding steady and Asian men increasing
their proportion of full-time faculty positions.

It seems apparent that if the State University wishes to change the
sex and ethnic composition of its faculty by more significant
amounts over the next four years, it may need to reexamine its
faculty recruitment and hiring programs to determine which have
been effective over the past four years in increasing the represen-
tation of women and minorities in the various faculty ranks.
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FIGURE 30 FUll-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total kull-Time Faculty, California State University, Fall
1981, Projections for 1983 and 1985
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CHAPTER THREE

THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

CLASSIFICATION/OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY

This section of Chapter Three examines both full- and part-time
staff of the California Community Colleges in termS of classifica-
tion and occupational activity. Data were received from 69 of the
70 districts; Marin Community College District was not included due
to data problems that could not be resolved. Data from the Chancel-
lor's Office-of the Califbrnia Community Colleges are also-included.
This seCtion answers a series of questions:

What was the representation of women and milorities in the.work
force of the California Community Colleges in 1981?

How well was women and minorities represented in the top three
occupational categories and how had that representation changed
over the four-year.period since 1977?

What were the differences among minority groups, and between men
and women within these minority groups, in terms of representa-
tion in the toP three occupational categories in the Community
Colleges?

How did the representation of women and minorities in the Com-
munity Colleges' administration and faculty in 1981 compare to
that in the student body?

In 1981, the California Community Colleges had 35,983 full-time
employees, a decrease of 389 persons since 1977. Of the fuil-time
staff in 1984 more than half were men (54.6%), although this was a
ddcrease from 56.3 percent in 1977. Women of every ethnic group
were most likely to be employed in the Secreiarial/Clerical classi-
fication in 1981, as they were in 1979 and 1977. Men were most
likely to be employed as faculty in the Community Colleges in 1981,
as they were in 1977 and 1979, although this varied by, race.
White, Asian, and American Indian men were most likely to be found
in the Faculty classification in 1981, while Black and Hispanic men
weke most likely to be employed in the Service/Maintenance classi-
fication. (See Table 7 for the precise numbers and percentages of
men and mcnnew..by ethnic group in the seven occupational categories
at the COmmimity Colleges in 1981.)



TABLE 7 Full-Time Staff by Occupational Activity, California
Community Colleges, 1981; from Higher Education Staff
Information (EE0-6) Survey

HALE FEMALE

GRANO
TOTAL

ACIIV11Y

AN

WHITE BLACK OR

TOTAL (MON- (NON- NIS- PACIFIC

01S- HIS- PANIC ISLAND-

PANIC) PANIC) ER

ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

HIS-
:PANIC

AN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

ICAN-

INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

EXECT-7fiADIAAAPACERIAL 2,545 1,876 1,501 148 159 52 16 669 507 34 39 32 7

PEKCENT 100.0 73.7 59.0 5.6 6.3 2.1 0.6 26.3 20.1 3.1 1.6 1.3 0.3

FACULTY 16,167 10,691 9,393 415- 556 259 68 5,476 4,486 408 298 256 28

PERCENT 100.0 66.1 58.1 2.6 3.4 1.6 0.4 33.9 27.7 2.5 1,8 1.6 0.2

PROFESSIONAL/NON:FACULTY 1,210 608 434 42 66 64 2 662 436: 49 47 69 1

PERCENT 100.0 50.2 35.9 3.5 5.5 5.3 0.2 .49.8 , 36.0 40 3.9 5.7 0.1

SECRETARIAL/CLERICAL . 7,416 497 256 104 68 62 7 6,919 5,030 657 734 453 45

PERCENT 100.0 6.7 3.5, 1.4 0.9 0.8 0.1 93.3 68.0 8.7 9.9 6.1 0.6

TECHNICAL/PARAPROFESIONAL 2,819 1,292 964 106 145 66 11 1,527 1,190 88 147 91 11

PERCENT 100.0 45.5 34.2 3.5 5.1 2.3 0.4 54.5 42.5 3.1 5.3 3.3 0.4

SKILLED CRAFTS 863 796 609 50 97 30 10 67 59 5 3

PERCENT 100.0 92.1 70.7 5.5 11.3 3.5 1.2 7.9 6.9 0.6 0.4

SERY10E/HAINTENANCE 4,585 3,648 1,936 764 694 220 34 937 606 201 98 20 12

PERCENT 100.0 79.5 42.3 16.7 15.1 4.7 0.7 20.5 13.3 4.4 2.1 0.4 0.3

TOTAL 35,605- 19,408 15,093 1,629 1,785 753 148 16,197 12,314 1,492 1,366 921 104

PERCENT 100.0 54.5 42.4 4.5 5.0 2.1 0.4 45.5 34.7 4.1 3.8 2.6 0.3

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission



Full-Time Executive/Adiainistrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 31 illustrates the changes in percentages of men, and women
of each ethnic group in the full-time Executive/Administrative/Man-
agerial staff of the Community Colleges over the four-year period
from 1977 to 1981. The total number of staff in this classification
increased by 161 persons over the four-year period:

While the Executive/Administrative/Managerial staff was still

predominantly white (78.9%) and male (73.7%), it was less so than
it was in 1977. In fact, women increased their proportion of the
administrative staff by 6.6 percentage points aver the four-year
period, with wdmen in every ethnic group increasing their percent-
ages. Hispanic women tripled their percentage, from 0.5 percent in
1977 to 1.5 percent in 1981. Hispanic men also showed a considerable
increase, moving from 4.8 percent to 6.2 percent. Black and Asian
men also increased their percentages, while both white and American

Indian men decreased theirs.

Overall, Blacks were the best re resented minority group in the
Executive/Administrative/Manageria classification at the Community

Colleges in 1981 (at 9.1%), fo owed by Hispanics (7.7%). In every

ethnic group, however, men hel )a considerably greater proportion
of the administrative staff positions than did women.

(As only 42 persons were employed part time in 1981 as Executive/Ad-
ministrative/Managerial staff, no analysis of the sex and ethnic
composition of this part-time staff was done.)

'Full-Time Facudty,
4;

Figure 32 shows tee changes in representation of men and women by
ethnic group in the full-time Faculty classification.at the Communi-
ty Colleges from 1977 to 1981. This category decreased by 754
persons over the four-year period.

While this classification was also predominantly white (85.8%) and
male (66.0%) in 1981, it was less so than in 1977. Women increased
their representation on the full-time faculty by 1.3 percentage
points over the four-year period, with women in every ethnic group
showiag slight increases. Men in all minority groups also showed
slight increases, while white males decreased their proportion by
1.9 percentage points.

Hispanics were the best represented minority group in the full-time
faculty in 1981, with 5.3 percent of the category.



FIGURE 32 Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff by
Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Full-Time
Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff, California
Community Colleges, Fall 2977, 2979, and 1981
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FIGURE 32 Full-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total Full-Time Faculty, California Community Colleges,
Fall 2977, 2979, and 2982
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Part-Time Faculty

Figure 33 indicates the percentages of women and minorities in t e
part-time Faculty classification over the four-year period.
1981, 28,142 part-time faculty were empioyed in the Communit
Colleges, compared to 16,167 full-time faculq.

Men 'also held the majority of positions in this category, although
women were.somewhat better represented as part-time than full-time
faculty. Over the four-year period,yomen increased their propor-
tion of the part-time faculty by 3.8 percentage points. Only white
and Asian women increased their proportions of the part-time facul-
ty; Black women decreased theirs; and Hispanic and American Indian
women held steady. Men overall decreased their percentages of the
part-time faculty between 1977 and 1981, with white, Black, and
HispaniC men all decreasing but Asian and American Indian holding
stable ove the four-year period.

Overall, Hispanics were the best represented minority group on the
part-time faculty in 1981. Blacks had been the best represented
group in 1977.

Full-TiMe Professional Nan-Faculty

Figure 34 displays the changes in the sex and ethnic composition.of
the . Community Colleges' full-time Professional Non-Faculty staff
from 1977 to 1981. This category increased by 42 people ovei the
four-year period.

Men and women held almost equal shares of the positions in this
classification in 1981 (50.2% and 49.8%, respectively), with-women
increasing their proportion by 6.1 percentage points over the
four-year period. Women of almost all ethnic groups increased
their percentages in this classification; Black women, however, de-
creased theiciaercentage by 0.1 percentage point. White, Black,
and Hispanic can all decreasea their proportions over the four-year
period, while Asian and American Indian men increased theirs.

Overall, Atians were'the best represented minority group in this
category in 1981 at 11 percent, followed by Hispanics at 9.4 percent.

(As the Community Colleges employed only 126 art-time Professional,
Non-Faculty employees in 1981, no analysis is included of their sex
and ethnic composition.)

1



. FIGURE 33 Part-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total Part-Time Faculty; California Community Colleges,
Fall 1977, 1979, and 1981
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FIGURE 34 Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty Staff by Gender and
Ethnicity as a Percent of Total FUll-Time Professional Non-
Faculty Staff, California Community Colleges, Fa21 2977,
1979, and 1981
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4.

Comparisons Among Administrators, Faculty4 and Students

In order to answer the question posed at the beginning of this
chapter regarding the comparisod'of the sex and ethnic composition
'of the Community Colleges' administrative staff and faculty with
that of their Statewide student body, Commission staff used the
Community Colleges' 1981 student ethnicity data, deleting the
"nonresident aliens," "others," and "unknown" categories, in order
to provide comparability with the faculty and staff data.

Figure 35 compares the sex and ethnic composition of the Execu-
tive/Administrative/Managerial staff category at the Community
Colleges in 1981 to that of their statewide students. While women
constituted 55.7 percent of the student body, they held only 26.3
percent of the adminisirative positions. This pattern held true
for women of every ethnic group, with Hispanic women holding a
particularly small "ihare of administrative positions compared to
their repriientation in the student body. Men, on theother hand,
held a thuch higher proportion of administrative positions than
their share of the student body, although this yaried considerably
by ethnic group. White, Black and Hispanic men all held higher
percentages of administrative positions than their percentages in
the student body; Asian and American Indian men held lower percen-
'tages of such positions compared to their proportions in th student
body.

Figure 36 compares the sexoand ethnic,composition of the full-tLme
faculty in 1981 to that of the student.body. Women were better
represented on the full-time faculty (at 33.9%) than in the adminis-
tration (26.3i), but still held a considerably smaller share of
faculty' positions than their representation in the student body.
Again, this pattern was.consistent for women of all ethnic groups.
It was also true for men of all minority groups, with only white
males holding a greater proportion of full-time faculty positions
(58.1%) than their percentage in the statewide student body (30%).

COMPENSATION

This section of Chapter Three examines the salary ranges of the
full-time Community College staff in the top three occupational
categories in 1981. As explained in the other chapters, this
section is based on Aata from both the federal EE0-6 survey and
from the CommissiOn's'salary supplement. However, since two dis-
tricts (Marin and Contra Costa) could not provide data for the
extended salary ranges on the Commission's salary supplement, deir

.81.



FIGURE 35 Comparison of Students With Full-Time Executive/Administra-
tive/Managerial Staff by Ethnicity and Gender, California
Community Colleges, 2982
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FIGURE 36 Comparison of Students With Full-Time FaculW by Ethnicity
and Gender, California Community Colleges, 1981
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data were deleted from the charts in this section in order to
provide comparable data in all the salary ranges.

The charti in,this section show the percentages of white males and'
females and minority males and females in each of six salary ranges,
from "less than $30,000" to "$50,000 and above." The tables in
Appendix H shdw the precise numbers of men and women in each ethnio
%group whose salaries were reported in each of twelve salary ranges
froi.eLow $7,500" to. "$50,000 and above."

4110
-This section-answers several major questions:

Itikthe top three occupational categories, what percentages of
met and women.in each ethnic group made less than $30,000 in
180?

e itr

Whft percentages of women and minorities had salaries above
43D-000? What was the representation of women and minorities in
4the.-top salary range in each job classification, as compared to
Wite males?

Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff.

Figure 37 illustrates the sex and ethniodistribution of the Califor-
tdd Community Colleges' full-time Executi0e/Administrative/Managerial
staff in six salary ranges. (rhis display includes eleven-month
c4ntiact eiployees only, since only 148 executive or administrative

, , "
emplbyees were paid on a nine-month contract basis.)

Of all the Executive/Administrative/Managerial staff, 17.0 percent
made less than $30,000 in 1981. The percentage of both white and
minority males in this salary range were relatively low and quite
similar, at 12.1 percent and 12.8 percent, respectively. However,
over a third of all white women (33.5%) made less than '$30,000 in
1981. While over one-fifth of minority wdmen (21.6%) were in this
salary range, the largest single tercentage of minority women
(29.7%) was in the $35,009 - $39,999 range.

Interestingly, the highest single percentages of both white and
minority male administrators were in the $45,000 - $49,999 range,
with 24.6 percent for white men, and 25.4 percent for minority men.
While white and minority women held only 7.0 percent and 2.7 percent,
respectively, of the top salary range ($50,000 and above), minority
males held 10.0 percent and white males 21.4 percent.

Full-Time, Nine-Month Contract Faculty

Figure 38 shows the distribution by sex and ethnicity of the nine-
month contract faculty at the Community Colleges in the six salary

-84-
127
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FIGURE 37 Distribution of Eleven-Month Contract Executive/
Admdnistrative/Managerial Employees Salary Range by
Gender and Ethnicity, California Community Colleges, 1981

°

17.3

12.1

31.6
VI 111

1: NI

21.6

12.

7 3

LESS THAN $30,000 $30 14,000

California Postsecondary Education

26.7

20.9 20.$

*35 304;990

Commission

23.4 21,0

$40 44,999

III
IMO
IBIS,
MIMI,'VIII

....

TOTAL (I 2,394)

WITE MALES (N 0 1;318)

WHITE FEMALES (N 0 467)

MINORITY MALES (N 351)

IIIIMINORITY FEMALES (N 148)

0.11

r2.
24.0 2L4

IS.

-21.4

011. 01,7

2.7

$45 49,999 $50,000 AND ABOVE

00

129



E 100

90-
N

80-

70-

60 -
I

N
1 I

C
50-

40 36.3

A

E 30 --

6
0
R 20-
Y

T 10
0

A

Source:

13

FIGURE 38 Distribution of Nine-Month Contract Faculty Salary
Rano by Gender and Ethnicity, California Community
Colleges, 1982
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ranges. (The great majority of full-time faculty in the Community
Colleges are paid on a nine-month contract basis and appear in this
display; the 749 eleven-month contract faculty are not shown.)

Of all the nine-Mehth, full-tiMe facultY, 39.3 percent made less
than,$30,000 in 1981. Aamost half of all white women (49.5%) and
min6rity men (47.8%), and almost two-thirds 'of minority women
(61.3%) faculty made less than $30,000, while less than_a -third of
all white males were in this range. The greatest .percentage of
white male faculty (45.7%) was in the $30,000 - $34,999 range:
Very few of the nine-month faculty at the Community Colleges made
salaries ia excess of $40,000 in 1981.

Full-Time Professional Non-Vaculty

Figure 39 illustrates the sex and ethnizsdistribution of the full-
time Professional Now,FaculXy employee's at the Community Colleges .
among'six salary ranges in 1981. (The majority of Professional-
Non-Faculty employees are paid On an eleven-month contract basis
and are included in this display; the 289 nine-month staff in this
category are not included.)

The vast majority (67.4%) of all the Professional Non-Faculty staff
made less than $30,000 in 1981, although the men were not nearly as
concentrated in this range as were the women. White males held the
largest proportion of all the salary ranges above $35,000, and
minority men held larger propOrtions of these ranges than either
white or minority women.

FULL-TIME FACULTY B'Y TENURE STATUS AND RANK

This section of Chapter three examines the representation of women
and minOrities in three different full-time faculty categories at
the Community Colleges: tenured, tenure-track, and "other" (ineli-
gible for tenure) faculty. The sections answers several questions:

What was the representation of women and minorities ia the
tenured faculty, in the tenure-track faculty, and in the "other"
faculty? How had this representation changed over the four-year
period? In which faculty category wtre women and minorities
best represente0

What were the differences in representation in each of the three
categories among the different ethnic groups, and between men
and women in each ethnic group?

I. 3.2



FIGURE 39 Distribution of Eleven-Mnth Contract Professional
, Non-Faculty Emp2oyees Sa2ary Range by Gender and Ethnicity,

California Community Colleges, 1982
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4

1Nanured Faculty

Of the 16,167 full-time faculty at the Community Colleges in. 1981,
89.2 percent were tenured. Figure 40 displays the changes in_
percentages of women and minorities in the tenured faculty over the
four-year period from 1977 to 1981. Women held only 31.8 percent
of these positions 'in 1981, and had increased their share by only
1.6 percentage points over the four-year period. Slight increases
for women occurred in every ethnic group. Similarly, all minority
group men showed small increases in their percentages of tenured
faculty positions over the four-year period. Only white males
decreased their proportion, from 62.8 percent in 1977 to 60.2
percent-in 1981%

Overall, Hispanics were the best represented minority group in the
Community Colleges' tenured faculty in 1981 at 5.1 percent, followed
by Blacks at 4.9 percent.

Tenure-Track Faculty

Figure 41 illustrates the changes in sex and ethnic composition of
the Community Colleges' tenure-track faculty over the four-year
period. This category lost 481 peoiile between 1977 and 1981, and
accilunted for 7.6 percent of the full-time faculty in 1981.

Women were considerably better represented in the tenure-track
category in 1981 (49.6%) than in the tenured faculty and held an
almost equal share of the positions compared to the men. Women's
percentage held relatively stable over the four years, increasing
by ohly 0.3 percentage point. White, Hispanic, and Asian women
showed slight increases, but Black and American Indian women de-
creased their percentages of the tenure track faculty. Interesting-
ly, Black, Hispanic, and Asian women all held larger proportions
of this categbry in 1181 than did the men in those ethnic groups-.
White Males increased their proportion of the category by 2.7
percentage points over the four years, while Black, Hispanic, and
Asian men decreased theirs. American Indian :men increased their
percentage by 0.3 percentage point between 197 and 1981.

-

Overall, Hispanics were the best represented minority group in the
tenure-track category at the Community Colleges in 1981 (6.4%), as
they were in the tenured category.

Other Faculty

Figure 42 depicts the changes in the representation of women and
minorities in the Community Colleges' "Other Faculty" category from
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FIGURE 40 Full-Time, Tenured Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a
Percent of Total Full-Time Tenured Faculty, California
Community Colleges, Fall 2977, 2979, and 2982
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FIGURE 41 FulflIme Tenure-Track Faculty by Gender and Etlinicitvas al
Percent of Total Full-Time Tenure-Track Faculty, California
Community Colleges, Fall 1977, 2979, and 1981
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PI RE 42 Other FUll-Time Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent
of Total Other Full47'ime Faculty, California Community
Colleges, Fall 1977'1 1979, and 1981
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1977 to 1981. These faculty are often hired on lull-time but
short-term contracts and are not eligible for tenure"; they accounted
for 3.2 percent of the full-time'faculty in 1981. ,(The figures on
this chart may be suggestive at best, given the sharp decline in
the number of persons in this category from 1,122 in 1977 to 315 in
1979 with the slight increase to 524 in 1981. Comparisons between
1979 and 1981 figures are probably more accurate than those involving
1977.)

Women -held 55.0 percent of the positions in this category in 1981,
an increase of 7.4 percentage points since 1979. Women of almoat
all ethnic groups increased their percentages from 1979 to 1981;
Black women, however, decreased by,0.5 percentage points. White,

Black, and Asian women all held a larger share of positions in this
category than did the men in their ethnic groups. White males
decreased their proportion of the other faculty category by a full
10 percentage points, and Hispanic men also decreased. Black,
Asian, and American Indian men all showed increases from 1979 to
1981.

Overall, Blacks were the best represented minority group in the
"other faculty" category in 1981 at 10.5 percent, a slight increase
from 10.1 percent in 1979.

Summnary

.In looking across.the three faculty categories (Figures 40, 44, and
42), women of almost all ethnic groups are better represented in
the "other faculty" category than in either the tenured or tenure-
track categories. American Indian women show the same percentage
in all three categories (0.2%). Among men, white males are best
represented in the tenured faculty category: Minority men, however,
are best represented in the "other faculty" category, rather than
in the tenured or tenure-track classifications.

NEW HIRES, PROMOTIONS, AND SEPARATIONS

This section of Chapter Three examines the percentages of new
hires, promotions, and separations for women and minorities in the
top three occupational categories in the Community Colleges for the
four-year period from 1977 to 1981, and the resulting net changes
in their representation. This section answers a series of questions:

Were women and minorities hired at or above their representation
in each category's 1977 and 1979 populations? How did the per-
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centages of new hires differ among ethnic groups, and between
men and women within those ethnic groups?

Were women and minorities promoted at or above their percentage
in each category's 1977 and 1979 populations? Did the percent-
ages of promotions differ markedly among ethnic groups? Between
men and womenwithin the ethnic groups?

Were women and minorities separated at'or above their representa-
tion in each category's 1977 and 1979 populations? Did the
percentages of separations differ among minority groups and
between men and women in those groups?

Overall, what wast,be net change over the foux-year period in
the representation.' of women and minorities in the top three
occupational classifications at the Community Colleges?

Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Table 8 shows the percentages of new hires, promotions, and separa-
tions from 1977 to 1979 and from 1979 to 1981, with the net percent-
age point changes for each of the two-year periods and the final

net change for the entire four-year period, for men and woffien of
each ethnic group ia the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and
the Professional Non-Faculty categories.

In the Executive/Administrative/Managerial category, white women
received, bigher percentages of new hires and promotions in both
two-year periods than their percentages of this category in 1977
and 1979, for an overall net increase of 3.6 percentage points over
the four-year period.

Black men received higher percentages of new hires and promotions
-between 1977 and 1979 than their 1977 percentage of the Executive
category, resulting in an increase of 0.7 percentage point. Black
women did better in terms of percentages of new hires and promotions
between 1979 and 1981 than in the previous two-year period, with a
resultant increase of 1.5 percentage points over the four years.

Hispanic men also did better\in terms of new hires and promotions
between 1979 and 1981, although they had a fairly high percentage
of separations during tlat period, for an overall net increase of
1.4 percentage points. A similr situation occurred with Hispanic
women, for a net increase of 1.0\percentage points over the four-
year period.

Asian men also showed higher percentages of new hires and proMotions
between 1979 and 1981; their net increase was 0 .1 percentage point.

4,
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TABLE 8 Percent of Full-Time Executive and Professional *on-Faculty.
Staff by Sex and Ethnicity Among New Hires, Promotions, and
Separitions, California Community Colleges, Pall 1977 Through
Fall 1981

4377-1979 , 1979-1981 197781

OCCOPATIONAL'ACTIVITY
1977 %

OF CATEGORY
% NEN
HIRES

%
PROMOTIONS

%
SEPARATIONS

1979 % 1977-79
OF CATEGORY CHANGE

% NEW %
HIRES PROMOTION

.% 11...-

X 1981% 1979-81' 1977-01
SEPARATION OF CATEGORY CHANGE CHANGE

,. EACDTIVE:
WHITE flALE 67.7 56.3 49.7 65.5 64.7 -3.0 50.8 42.6 67.9 59.0 -5.7 4.7
WHITE FEHALE 16.3 21.9 29.9 19.8 17.2 +0.9 21.0 22.6 14.3 19.9 +2,7 1.6
ELAM-HALE 5.1 6.0 6.2 2.4 5.6 40.5 39. 9;9 4.9 5.8 40.2: +0.7
BLACK MALE 1.8 3.6 3:0 2_1 2:3 +0.5 6.1 4.1 2.6 . 3.3 41.0 41.5 .
HISPANIC HALE 4.8 5.0 5.4 5.5 5.7 +0.9 10.5 9.9 7.1. -6.2 +0.5 +1.4'
HISPANIC FEHALE 0.5 1,3 1.4 1.2 0:8 +0.3 1.2 3.5 1.3 ..14.5 +0.7 +1.0
ASIAN HALE 1.9 2.6 1.6 1.2 1.9 ;. 3.3 3.5 1.6 IA +0.1 40.1
ASIAN FEHALE 0.8 2.3 1.9 1.2 1.0 +0.2 2.2 3.2 1.3 .1.0a 43.5
INDIAN flALE 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.3 0:4 -0.1 .

0.6 0.1 OA - ,-0.1

INDIAN MALE 0.2 0.3 ,- 0.6 0.2 - - 0.1 0.3 ,413:.,1 401.
.

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTT: a
_

,

. ,

WHITE MALE 42.9 35.8* 34.9 45.4 . 33.4 -3.5 29,9 11.4 38.7 15.9 -1.5 -7.0....,
WHITE FEMALE 33.3 41.2 45.9 38.2 .35.3 +2.0 34.0 43.9 11.9 36,0 +0.7 +2.7 .

BLACK HALE 4.0 1.9 3.4 1.6 4.2' +0.2 4.9 3.1 5.5 1.5 -0.7 -0.5
BLACK FEHALE 4.1 2.7 1.4 - 3-2 -0.9 4.9 16.3 3.8 4.0 +0.8 -0.1
HISPANIC HALE 5.8 4.8 4.1 4.9 6.1 +0.3 6.1 2.1 6.3 .5.5 41,6 -0.3
HISPANIC FEHALE 3.0 3.6 4.8 2.6 3.0 5.7 9.4- 4.6 3.9 +0.9 40.9
ASIAN HALE 3.5 4.2 3.4 3.0 4.2

.-
40.7 5.1 2.9 2.1 5.3 41.1 +1.4

ASIAN MALE 3.3 1.2 2.1 3.3' 4.3 +1.0 8.6 9.8 6.3 5.7 +1.4 +2,4
INDIAN HALE 0.1 1.2 - 0.3 0.3 +0.2 0.2 0.8 0.2, -0.1 +0.1
INDIAN FEMALE - 1.2 .0.7 0.1 +0.1 0.4 - 0.1 +0.1

144
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission
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Asian women had higher percentages of new hires and promotions in
both two-year periods than their percentages of the Executive,
category in 1977 and 1979, resulting in a net increase of 0.5
percentage point.

American Indian men receive& no new hires between 1979 and 1981,
for an overall drop of 0.1 perCentage point. While American Indian
women received no promotions at the Community Colleges between 1977
and 1979, and no new hires between 1979 and 1981, their representa-
tion in the administrative ranks still increaSed by 0.1 percentage
point over the four years.

.

Professional Non-Faculty

In the Professional'Hod-Faculty staff classification, white women
received higher percentages f new hires and promotions in the
first two-year period than their 1977 percentage of this category, 4.
and a'higher percent4e of promotions from 1979 to 1981 than their
1979 percentage of the category, for an overall increase of 2.7
percentage points.

Black men received a higher percentage of both new hires and separa-
tions between 1979 and 1981,than their 1979 percentage of the
categorr, for an overall drop of 0.5 percentage point. 'Black women
received a high percentage of promotions between 1979 and 1981
compared to"their'1979 percentage of the category, which partially
made up for-a.net decrease of 0.9 percentage point between 1977 and
1979, althougp,they still'showed an overall net decrease of 0.1

1

percentage polnp over the four years.
..

-' BiApanic men received the same or lower percentages of new hires
and promOtions in this category in each two-year period as their
1977:and 1979 proportions of the category, for a net decrease of
043'percentage point. Hispanic women fared better in terms of
perCentaseof new hires and promotions between 1979 and 1981 than
in,tht:preciding two-year period, for an overall net increase of
, . .

'perqfpge point.
%

men dia better in terms of new hires than in promotions in
t ,two-year periods, resulting in an increase of 1.8 percentage

,poi4s over the four years. Asian women had considerably higher
peraentages of new hires and promotions in the second two-year
period ihan in the first, for4an increase of 2.4 percentage points.

S2
P

like new hire, promotion, and separation rates of American Indian
7rmed arid women resulted in identical increases of 0.1 percentage
point for both groups over the four-year period.

-96- 14E
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Tmired Faculty

Table 9 gives the percentages of new hires, promotioni, and separa-
tions and the resulting net changes for the tenured, tenure-track,
and "other faculty" categories at the Community Colleges.

In the tenured faculty category, white women received higher per-
centages of new hires, promotions, ancrseparations in each two-year
period than their percentages of the category in 1977 and 1979, for
an overall net increase of 0.6 percentage point.

Black men did better in terms of new hires than id promotions over
the four-year period, for a net increase of 0.3 percentage point.
Black women, like Black men, also did better in new hires than in
promotion,: for a four-year net increase of 0.4 percentage point.

Hispanic men received higher percentages of both new hires and
promotions from 1977 to 1979 than their pe?centage of the tenured
faculty in 1977, and a higher percentage of promotions from 1979 to
1981, for a net increase of 0.4 percentage point. Hispanic women
showed this same pattern' in the first two-year period, but showed
higher percentages of new hires--rather than promotions--in the
second two-year period, for a net increase of 0.3 percentage point.

Asian men showed a higher percent of new hires but no promotions to
the tenured faculty from 1977 to 1979, and relative stability from
1979 to 1981, for an overall increase of 0.2 peicentage point.
Asian women also received no promotions,between 1977 and 1979,
although their percentages of new hires and promotions in the
second two-year period apparently compensated, resulting in a net
increase of 0.3 percentage point.

American Indian men'received no new hires or promotions over the'
four-year period, although they had relatively low rates of separa-
tions, for a net increase of 0.1 percentage point. American Indian
women received higher percentages of new hires in each two-year
period than their percentages of the category, and although they
received no promotions, they still showed a 0.1 percentage point
increase.

Tenure-Track Faculty

In the tenure-track category, white women showed higher rates of
both promotions and separations tor both two-year periods than
their percentages of the category in 1977 and 1979, for an overall
net increase of 0.6 percentage point.



TABLE 9 Percent of Full-Time, Faculty by Category, Sex, and Rthnicity
Among New Hires, Promotions, and separations, California',
Community Colleges, Fall 1977 Through Fall 198.1

1977-1979 1979-1961 1977-61

X X X
1977 X X NEW % - % ° 1979 % 1977-79 % NEW % .5 1981 % 1979-81 1977-81

OCCUPA1IONAL ACTIVITY or CATEGORY HIRES PROMOTIONS SEPARATIONS OF CATEGORY coma HIRES PROMOTION SEPARATION OF CATEGORY CHANGE CHANGE
FACULTY:

TENURED . .

WHITE HALE 62.1 41.0 , 53.9 58.6 60.9 - 1.9 38.8 44.4 53.7 60.2 - 0,7 - 2.6
WHITE MALE 25.8 34.0 37.0 33.8 26.3 1. 0.5 38.8 43.6 36.5 26.4 + 0.1 + 0.6
BLACK HALE 2.3 4.5 1.2 0:9 2.6 + 0,3 8.4 2.3 2.3 2.6 + 0.3
BLACK FEMALE 1.9 5.6 - 1.1 2.1 + 0.2 4.7 1.$ 2.3 2.3 + 0.2 * 0.4
HISPANIC MALE 3.1 5.3 5.5 2.2 3.3 * 0.2 1.2 4-5 1.4 3.5 + 0,2 ir 0.4

HISPANIC FDIALE 1.3 5.9 2.4 1.6 1.6 + 0.3 3.2 OA 1.9 1.6 - t 0.3
ASIAN HALE 1.3 1.6 - 0.5 1.5 + 0.2 1.5 1.5 0.6 _1.5 - -' 0.2

ASIAN FEFIALE 1.1 1.9 - 0.8 1.2 + 0.1 3.2 1.5 1.1 1.4 I + 0.2 + 0.3
INDIAN HALE 0.3 - 0.1 0.3 - - .. 0.2 0.4 + 0.1 + 0.1

--t INDIAN FEMALE 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 - 0.2 0.2 t 0.1 + 0.1
a)

NON-TENURED ON-TRACK
WHITE HALE 40.6 41.9 42.1 39.4 44.0 + 3.4 47.3 28.0 50.7 43.3 - 0.7 + 2.7
WHITE FEMALE 38.4 41.4 47.4 43.6 37.7 - 0.7 34.9 44.0 41.5 30.0 + 1.3 + 0.6
BLACK HALE 1.1 1.1 - 2.4 1.5 - 1.6 2.8 4.0 1.9,, 2.1 * 0.6 - 1.0
BLACK FEHALE 4.5 2.8 5.3 3.6 32 - 1.3 3.2 8.0 0.5 3.8 * 0.6 -,0.7
HISPANIC HALE 4.5 4.5 - 4.8 4.4 - 0.1 3.0. 4.0 1:0 2,7 - 1.7 - 1.8
HISPANIC FEMALE 3.5 2.3 5.3 3.0 3.5 - 2.8 '4.0 1.9 3.7 + 0.2 * 0.2
ASIAN NALE 2.3 2.5 - 0.6 2.1 - 0.2 2.5 - 1.0 1.8 - 0.3 - 0.5
ASIAN FEUALE 2.5 2.8 - 2.4 2.6 + 0.1 2.9 4.0 1.4 2.9 + 0.3 + 0.4
INDIAN HALE 0.2 0.2 - 0.5 * 0.3 0.4 - 0.5 + 0.3
INDIAWFEHALE 0.4 0.3 0.6 + 0.2 0.1 4.0 0.2 - 0.4 - 0.2

OTHER
WHITE HALE 54.2 34.1 31.9 19.7 43.8 -10.4 32.6

i

23.7 34.1 33.1 -10.0 -20.4
WHITE FEHALE 30.6 44.4 29.8 49.3 35.9 + 5.3 49.7_, 39.8 43.9 39.9 + 4,0 + 9.3
BLACK MALE 1.5 2.6 6.4 1.4 2.5 + 1.0 2.9 5.4 2.4 3.4 4- 0.9 +d1,9
BLACK FRIALE 2.4 7.3 19.1 14.1 7.6 + 5.2 5.7 2.2 4.9 7:1: - 0.5 + 4.7
HISPANIC HALE 4.3 4.3 - 7.0 5.4 * 1.1 ,1.4 2.2 8.1 4.4 - 1.0 * 0.1
HISPANIC FEHALE 4.0 3.3 8.5 ° 5.6 2.9 - 1.1 3.7 3.2 3.3 3.8 + 0,9 .. 0.2

ASIAN HALE 1.2 2.0 2.1
4

1.4 0.6 - 0.6 1.1 8.6 0.8 2:7 *-2.1 + 1.5
ASIAN FEMALE 1.6 .2A 2.1 1.4 1.3 - 0.3 2.6 15.1 2.4 4.0 + 2.,7 "+ 2.4
INDIAN HALE 0.2 - - - - 0.2 - - - 0.8 + 0.1 + 0.6
INDIAN FEHALE OA - 0.1 0.3 0.2 + 0.2 + 0.1

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission
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Black men received no promotions and a smaller percentage of new
hires than their 1977 percentage ia the category, resu1ting in a
loss that was only partially compensated for in the second two-year
period, for an overall net decrease of 1.0 percentage point. Black
women did better in terms of promotions than in new hires in both
two-year categories, but still had an overall drop of 0.7 percentage
point for the four-year period.

Hispanic men received no promotions from 1977 to 1979 and a higher
percentage of separations than their percentage of the category,
for a decline in the first two-year period that worsened in the
second into an overall net decline of 1.8 percentage points.
Hispanic women did better in terms of promotions than in new hires
in either two-year period, for a net increase of 0.2 percentage
point.

Asian men received no promotions in either two-year period, for a
net decrease of 0.5 percentage point. Asian women fared better in
new hires and promotions in the second two-year period than in the
first, for a net increase of 0.4 percentage point.

The percentages of new hires of American Indian men in both periods
and their lack of separations apparently compensated for receiving
no promotions, for an overall increase of 0.3 percentage point.
The low percentages of new hires and promotions from 1979 to 1981
for American Indian women produced an overall decl e of 0.2 per-

centage point.

Other Faculty

The "Other Faculty" category in the Community Colleges consists
entirely of persons who are ineligible for tenure. Between 1977
and 1981, the new hire, promotion, and separation rates of white,
Black, Asian, and American Indian women all resulted in net in-
creases over the four-year period. Hispanic women declined °as a
proportion of the "Other Faculty" category by 0.2 percentage point
between 1977 and 1981. Almost all minority males increased their
percentage of this category, although the particularly small per-
centage of new hires and promotions of Hispanic men between 1979
and 1981 resulted in their overall net increase of only 0.1 percent-
age point.

Sununary

Looking at the three full-time faculty categories at the Community
Colleges, the picture of new hires, promotions, and separations for

-99.- 150



women and minorities has been'a mixed one. The net changes for
women and minorities have been most positive in the tenured and

"Other Faculty" categories. The most negative net changes have
occurred in the tenure-track classification, which is the'classifi-
cation from which many tenured faculty are drawn.. The Community
Colleges may wish to consider what means they have at their disposal
to increase the percentages and retention rates of women and minori-
ties in the tenure-track classification.

PROTECTING THE FUTURE

With faculty and staff data available from the 'tCoromunity Colleges

for 1977, 1979, and 1981, trend-line projections are possible for

the sex and ethnic compoOtion of the top three occupational cate-
goriei at the Community Colleges for 1983 and 1985.

Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff

Figure 43 illustrates the projections of sex and ethnic composition
of the Administrative staff for 1983 and 1985. Women in all ethnic

groups are projected to increase their percentages of the Community
Colleges' administrative staff, if trends of the past four years
hold constant. Black, Hispanic, and Asian men are also all projected
to increase their percentages, while white and American Indian men
are projected to decrease. These increases pf women and some
minority men, and the decreases in white males, could result in the
representation of women and minority males in administrative or
managerial positions increasing by 8.3 percentage points over the
next four years.

Full-Time Faculty

Figure 44 shows the projections of the sex and ethnic composition
of the Community Colleges' full-time faculty for 1983 and 1985.
Relative stability is projected for the faculty statewide, with an
increase of only 1.8 percentage points in the representation of
women and minority males projected for 1985.

Professional Non-Faculty

Figure 45 projects the percentages of women and minorities in the
Community Colleges' Professional Non-Faculty staff for 1983 and
1985. While.women in general are projected to increase by 5.8

5.
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FIGURE 43 Full-Time Executive/Administrative/Manageri
Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of Total
Executive/Administrative/Managerial Staff,
Community Colleges, Fall 2981, Projections
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FIGURE 44 Full-Tine Faculty by Gender and Ethnicity as a Percent of
Total Full-Time Faculty, California Community colleges,
Fall 1981, Pr0jections for 2983 and 1985
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FIGURE 45 Full-Time Professional Non-Faculty Staff by Gender and
Ethnicity as a Percent of Total Full-Time Professional
Non-Faculty Staff, California Community Colleges, Fall
1981, Projections for 1983 and 2985
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cpercentage points by 1985, Black women are expeCted to decrease
their proportion -of the Professional Non-Faculty staff. Black,

Hispanic, and white males are projected to decreaie their percent-
ages in this category, while Asian and American Indian men are
expected to increase theirs. In general then, women and minorities
are projected tg increase their representation by 7.0 percentage
points by 1985.

Summary

Looking across the three top occupational classifications at the
Comdunity Colleges, it is apparent that the least change in the
representation of women and minorities is projected for the full-.
time Faculty category, and the most change for the Executive/Admin-
istrative/Managerial category.
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CHAPTER FOUR

OiSERVATIONS AND CONCtUSIONS
ft

ETHNIC DIVERSITY AND THE ROLE
OF PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

*

The Commission's Planning Agenda for 1982'-1987 (19.8lb, pp. 9-10)
cited the increasing ethnic diversity of california's population as
one of the majojactors that will influence-postsecondary education
in the 1980s. re recently, the Field Institute noted that while
the State's population has been .increasing rapidly, the proportions
of whites in the population has been. steadily-declining. The

biggest gains have been among Hispanics and Asians, who bring a
linguistic as well as a cnXtural diversity to California, and who,
together.with Blacks and'other minorities, now cbustitute 33.4
percent of the State's population. Because their prpportions are
increasing rapidly, by the end of the 1990s, California may become
the nation's first "m0jurity ethnic minority" state (1982, p. 1).

Vbstsecondary education has been,,and will continue to be, influ-
enced by these.changes in the'ethnic composition of the State. In

kinany ways, postseCondary eduontion determines how far'and how well
ethnic minorities will be integrated into California society, since
it is, in effect, the gatekeeper of opportunities for social mobil-
ity.. In a recent report to The Board of-Regents, the University's
Afice of the Vice President for-Academic..4nd Staff Personnel
Relations commented that "the University, in its role as an educa-
tional institution, provides training, skills, credentials, and
other qualifications which furnish means for further social and,
economic opportunities. As an educational institution, the Univerd.
sity serves a key role in redressing economic inequality" (1982; p.
9). Similar claims can also be made for the other iwo segments of
postsecondary education in California. In this role, the insti-'
tutioneof postsecondary education--with their varying missions,
functions, and eligibility pools.--essentially determine which
persons will receive what types of dducation and training and at
what level. In short, they help determine the future of Califoriia
society and the place of men and women-of all ethnic groups within4
that society.

Diversity and Intellectual and Cultural Enrichment

Educated person% are generally expected to understand and appreciate
the dtversity of linguistic, ethnic, 'and.cultural groups that have



to

contributed to the intellectual and artistic history of our society.
This kind of diversity is also important for educational institu-
tions to seek out, so that their students might develop a broader
intellectual perspective. In discussing this issue before The
Regents, the Office of the Vice President for Academic and Staff
Personnel Relations stated (1982, p. 13):

Beyond the need to match student body diversity, to
provide role models in the professions for minority and
women students, and to create a climate in which leaders
for the minority communities'can be educated and trained,
there i$ the contribution the University can and should
make to-the improvement of the quality of life in a
pluralistic society. Diversity is an essential component
of the intellectual cultural enrichment that the'Univer-
sity offers its students, faculty, and staff through
research, curriculum development, and pedagOgy. Affirma-
tive action', insofar as it contributes to '6ampus diversi-
fication, contributes also to the intellectual enrichment
that is the essential enterprise of the University .

If California is destined to become the first state in which a
majority of the people are of ethnic mihority ancestry, then insti-
tutions of postsecondary education, by reflecting that diversity of
linguistic and cultural backgrounds in their students, faculty, and.
staff, can assist in the achievement of an integrated--rather than
a factionalized--society. The social costs of not achieving this
integration could well have serious consequences for an ethnically
diverse state.

Faculty and Staff as Role Models for Students

If California's institutions of public postsecondary education are
to attract and retain students from a wide variety of et#hic groups,
they must be perceived by those stUdents as being hospitable to
their participation. _One way for an institution to do this is to
have a diversity of sex and ethnic backgrounds in its faculty and
staff memberd, so that these persons can provide role models for
students. If students perceive that an institution has admitted
them as members of an ethnic minority group, arbile having few,
members of their group in faculty or staff positions, they may feel
that they are not good enough to participate in the real business
and governance of the institution.

While some would argue with the concept of minority and women
faculty as role models to attract and retain students, Many re-
searchers have documented the 4overreliance" of women and minority
students on those few faculty. and administrative staff- Of their
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particular groups as role models, counselors, and advisors. In the
report to the Regents quoted earlier, the Office of the University's'
Vice President stated that "the need for minority and female faculty
role models in achievemedt of the educational objectives of the
University is amply demonstrated by the extraordinary advising
loadslcurrently borne by many minority and female faculty members
and administrators" (p. 13). These leraordinary advising loads as
well as committee assignments can also result in minority and
female role models not getting tenure, since time for these activi-
ties takes time away from their research.

The demand for women and minorities as role models can also come as
a result of the increasing numbers of women and minority students
in California's colleges and' universities, and indeed this report
has looked at the numerical relationships between women and minori-
ties as faculty, staff, and students. As the University has stated,
"Growth of the aumber of minorities within'the student body at
large and of women within traditionally male-dominated fields will
create an increasing deMind for faculty role models and for re-
vitalized course offerings which address their special interests
and concerns" (1982, p. 12). The previous sections of this report
have shown that women and minorities are' generally better represented
as administrative and managerial staff in the three public segments
than as faculty, 'and hold particularly small percentages of the
tenured faculty positions., While slight increases have been made
in the proportions of wOmen and minorities in the faculty ranks,
the decline in the percentages of several minority groups in the
tenure-track faculty of the tttree segments does not offer a great
deal of encouragement for the coming years. Particular effort will
need to be directed toward recruiting women and minorities to fill
tenure-track positions so that they can both enhance the intellec-
tual and cultural diversity of the faculty and serve as successful
role models for students of all backgrounds.

The State University, in its 1982 narrative evaluation report on
faculty and staff affirmative action (attached as Appendix D to
this report), noted another reason why the diversity of students,
faculty, and staff are interdependent (p. 5):

Of greater long range concern, 'however, is not the academ-
ic preferences of studenwper se, but rather whether or '
not the students themselves will reflect the kind of
potential employment pool which would assist affirmative
action efforts in the future. Since systems like our own
create our future employment sources, the current limita-
tions in access, due to either changing admissions re-
quirements or decreases in financial assistance, may
severely impact the passibility of affirmative action
implementation in employment for jears to come.
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In a very real sense, diversity appears to beget diversity, as'
linguistically and culturally diverse staff- and faculty attract
more diverse students, who not only demand more diverse facdlty and
staff, but eventually become members ,of the pool of talent from
which faculty and advinistfitive staff can be drawn in the future.

gARRIERS TO PROGRESS

Given that affirmative action for faculty and staff has been in
place in the public segments since at least the early 1970s, why
harthe goal of fully integrating women and minorities into the
administrative and faculty ranks of the segments proved so elusive?
Is it a lack of commitment and support for affirmative action? Is

it an absence of qualified women and minorities to fill available
positions? %Is it a'problem of costs and declining resources? Is

it the result of collective bargaining? The answer, in fact, is
all of the above, since certain aspects of each of these problems
serve as barriers to the progress of affirmative action.

Attitudes, Commitment, and Resource Constraints

Two questions relating to affirmative action weie posed in a May
1980 survey of Californiansby the Field Institute (1982, p. 3).
The first asked respondents to agree or disagree with the following
statement: "To make up for past discrimination women and meMbers
of minority groups should be given special treatment in getting
jobs and places in college." Seventy-eight percent of whites
disagreed with the statement, compared to only 19 percent who
agreed. (Whether women felt the same way as men is unknown, since
gender of the respondents was ndt included.) In contrast, 67
percent of Blacks and 45 percent of Hispanics agreed with the
statement.

A second.question asked whether "business should be required to
hire a certain number of minority workers and women even if this
means some whites and men would aot be hired." Seventy,percent of
whites disagreed with the statement, compared tsi; 53 percent of
Hispanics who disagreed. However, sixty-two percent of Blacks
agreed with the statement. Clearly, tHe'attitude toward affirmative
action is not what it was in the '60s, with both the conservative
national mood and continuing'high unemployment contributing to a
lessening of support for affirmative action programs.

Institutions of higher education ire not immune to this shift in
attitudes, and with serious fiscal constraints, the situation is
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exacerbated. In discussing the difficulties of maintaining affirma-
tive action in a time of budgetary constraints, the State University
made the following statement about attitudes in its 1982 narrative
evaluation report (p. 6): "In a more dangerous and perhaps lasting
way, it [budgetary constraints] may so thoroughly.frustrate affirma-
tive action expectations that administrators, faculty, and staff
may simply fail to believe that the employment situation can improve.
Of all the problems, real or perceived, the factor of demoralization
may present the greatest obstacle to changing the employment profile
pf our campuses." -

The Office of the UniversityLs, Vice President in its June 1982
report to the Regents also discussed the attitudinal problems and
the need for commitment (p. 13):

Clearly, some progress in affirmative action has been
achieved, and acceptance of women and minorities as

colleagues and as serious and valued students has grown.
Still, the often perfunctory attitude of many faculty and'
administrators must be addressed . 1, -The absence of
commitment will have a magnified impact as current and
projected budgetary constraints are felt. There is
therefore some urgency in addressing this problem.
Fundamentally, only acknowledgmemi: by faculty and managers
of the integral role of affirmative action to the basic
enterprise of the University and a commensurate commitment
to pursue affirmative action for employeei and students
as vigorously as we pursue scholarship and pedagogical
"coverage" will prevent retrogression in the diversifica-
tion effort.

The factor of diminished support for affirmative action, combined
with that of budgetary constraints, could well result in a regres-
sion in affirmative action in the years ahead. In fact, budgetary
constraints alone, and the resultant retrenchment,- may be sufficient
to halt--and even reverser-the progress that has been made. In

responding to a question about the impact of budgetary constraints
'on affirmative action in its 1982 narrative evaluation (p. 4), the
State University states:,

The obvious fiscal constraints hamper not only recruitment
efforts but also hadi' a demoralizing impact on existing
employees. Layoffs and the threat of layoffs continue to
adversely affect women and ethnic minorities, many of
whom were recently hired and, therefore have less employ-
ment security. Hiring freezes and mid-year budget reduc-
tions further exacerbate an already difficult task of
implementing.affirmative action objectives from recruit-
ment efforts, to training workshops, to promotion oppor-
tunities."
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In responding to a question about the weaknesses or inadequacies in
affirmative action programs, the Community Colleges' Chancellor's
Office in its narrative evaluation (also appended to this report)
cited many of the same attitudinal, commitmentf and resource factors
as hampering progress in affirmative action, including staff unwill-

ingness to chinge, lack of revenue resources to fund needed faculty
positions, nisi in-first out" concept in layoffs, existing stiff

biases, a general lack of interest in affirmative action issues,
and lack of support of affirmative action by elected officials (p.
4). The fact rs of inéreasingly negative attitudes, lack of commit-

-mentto affmative action, and fiscal constraints- could well
reverse thi. report's projections of.continued slow progress over
the next fou years in affirmative action in the public segments

Paper Compliance: Process vs. Outcomes

In the early 1970s, the federal government shifted its policies
regarding, the hiring of women and minorities from "non-discrimina-
tion" (the mere avoidancg of discrimination) to "affirmative action."
In the wake of this shift came presidential orders, legislation,
regulations, and compliance procedures. Written affirmative action
plans, were required, documentation of "good faith efforts" in
recruiting women and minorities had to be presented, and statistical
evaluations of,the results of affirmative action programs were sent
.to the fedetal governient in compliance with legal mandates. The
focus on legal compliance--on producing the voluminous statistical
reports to document good faith efforts--resulted in a concentration
on the process of affirmative action, rather than on the outcomes.
Such paper compliance activities drained resoUices from other more
substantial efforts, such as management fellowship programs and the
provision of release time or grants to women and minority faculty
to pursue their research. Affirmative action became, in essence,
"a set of bureaucratic procedures designed to protect the institu-
tion from intrusion by the Federal Government or civil suit"
(Office of the Vice President, 1982, p. 9). In discussing this

problem, the Office of the University's Vice President stated
(1982, p. 11):

A significant irony in the statistical compliance approach
favored by the Federal enforcement agencies is that it
has resulted in actual displacement of stated goals.'
Process rather than outcome becomes the goal of affirma-
tive action efforts. The concept of demonstration of
"good faith efforts" to recruit and select a member of a
protected group in lieu of actual success infthe hiring
of minorities or women or of meeting goals within speci-
fied timetables has resulted in an extraordinary concen-
tration on process . . . . While there are positive
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aspects to this attention to process, including introduc-
tion of system and accountability into a formerly quite
closed academic recruitment tradition, the effect has too
often been mere demonstration of the ingenousness [sic]
of hiring authorities.

The focips on proess has also been reported by the Chancellor's
Office of the Community Colleges in its 1982 narrative evaluation
report. In responding to a question regarding which affirmative
action programs have been the most successful over thepast two
years, several districts responded as follows:

Developing screening and selection procedures that comply with
affirmative action and equal emplOyment opportunity requirements.

Appointing a full-time affirmative action officer to ensure
district meets legal requirements.

Increasing staff awareness regarding affirmative action and
non-discrimination in the employment process.

Considering that the present federal administration is less likely
to enforce even the legal compliance requirements of affirmative
action, and has in fact announced that greater responsibility for
affirmative action will be shifted toestate and local levels and
"voluntary" private affirmative action encouraged (3ffice of the
University's Vice President, 1982, p. 11), some institutions of
higher education may well decide to abandon affirmative action
efforts entirely. It is thus even more important now.for state
governments to be involved in both encouraging-and requiring affir-
mative action efforts to cootinue than it was in the papt. With
some of the paper compliance reggirements reduced, institutions
should be able to redirect these resources toward those affirmative
action programs that have produced tangible results.

Availability Pools and Qualified Candidates

One of the most often-mentioned barriers to successful affirmative
action is the real or perceived lack of qualified candidates in the
various availability pools. Some institutional officials argue,
for example, that women and minorities are simply not well-enough
represented in those availability pools used by a pnrticular seg.-
ment: they are not from the "right type" of institution; they lack
experience; they are not receiving degrees in the "high-demand"
disciplines. Others candidly state that no matter how qualified a
woman or minority candidate is, he or she is not likely to be

perceived as "fitting in" with thAe doing the hiring--often, white
males. The very "differentness" of women and minorities may over-
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whelm their qualifications in the eyes of some employers, and cost
them an available position. In addition, faculty hiring, promotion,
and tenure decisions are still largely'closed from scrutiny and the
real reasons for not hiring a particular candidate may never be
made known.,In its narrative evaluation attached as Appendix E (p.
4), the Chancellor's Office quotes the response from one Community
College district regarding the "reluctance of selection committees
to hire highly qualified women and minorities over qualified white

males."

Commission staff asked each segment in its narrative evaluation to
discuss the underutilization of women and minbrities compared to
availability pool's. In discussing availability pools, the Univer-
sity noted the eight-qactor analysis required under federal regula-
tions and how some of the more location-specific factors apply
msinly to those job classifications (Technical/Paraprofessional,
Secretarial/Clerical, Skilled Crafts, and Service/Maintenance)
which are filled primarily through local "recruitment. Recruitment
for positions in the top three occupational categories at' the
University, however, uses statewide and nationwide availability
pools, such as the nationwide proportions of women and minorities
with Ph.D. degrees for the Faculty classification. Such-a simple
national availability pool may be misleading, however, since "avail-
ability estimates for faculty, professional, and management positions
vary markedly acrolls different fields and disciplines" (p. 26).
The University's narrative evaluation further stated that (p. 27):

This reflects the fact that women and minority Ph.D.
holders tend to be concentrated in the fields of educa-
tion, social sciences, and humanities, but are sharply
underrepresented in the "hard" sciences and engineer-
ing . . . . In view of these differences among fields,
it makes little sense to speak in terms of an overall
"availability" figure for academic or professional posi-
tions. If they are to be meaningful, availability esti-
mates must be based on the pool of qualified candidates
within particular fields and disciplines.

A similar point was made by the,State University in its narrative
evaluation, but a distinction was made between the contepts of
"underrepresentation" and "underutilization" regarding availability
pools (p. 2):

The term "underrepresentation" means something substan-.
tially different than the term "underutilization" which
by definition depends upon availability data. For ex-
ample, there may be no underutilization of women and
ethnic minorities in such academic departments as engi-
neering, comphter science, and management, and yet there
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may be no minorities and women employed in those depart-
ments. Even though the availability data would "justify"
the employment utilization within the departments, the
absence of a diverse workforce would, nonetheless, be a
major concern which would necessitate different recruit-
ment strategies and affirmative action efforts.

Since many of the departments that are currently recruiting for
faculty positions are those cited in the above quotation, and are
those in which the numbers of women and minorities have only re-
cently begun to increase, the problem of finding women and minori-
ties who are not only qualified but have experience in these dis-
ciplines may continue for some time. On a more positive note, the
increases in the Aumbers of women and.minority undergraduate and
graduate students who are entering the "high deiand" disciplines-
should help to increase the number of qualified candidates and
expand the current availability pools. This suggests the importance
of the linkage between undergraduate and graduate student affirma-
tive action programs and affirmative action programs for faculty
and administrative staff.

Collective Bargaining

The advent of collective bargaining in California's public postsec-
ondary segments has raised questions about its likely effect on
affirMative action for college and university employees. Unions
have long favored strict seniority in layoff procedures, a policy
which is likely to have the most negative effects on those most
recently hired--often women and minorities. The Commission's
recent report on collective bargaining offers the following observa-
tions on this issue (September 1982 draft,,pp. 63-64):

Unions have generally not taken an aggressive stance in
the. pursuit of grievances based on claims of discrimina-
tion against women and minorities . . . . In fact, in
their survey of faculty and administrators, Baldridge and
Kemerer found that unions have generally done little to
assist affirmative action or to further the interests of
women and minorities in the faculty .

Whether collective bargaining in California will prove to be a
serious barrier to the maintenance or advancement of progress in
affirmative action in California is still unclear.
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THE SEARCH FOR SOLUTIONS
,

Each of the barriers discussed above poses a serious ptoblem to
institutions of postsecondary education in maintaining and expand-
ing affirmative action for faculty and staff. The public segments,
to a considerable extent, are attempting to find solutiOns to'these
problems, and have discussed both problems and solutions in their
narrative evaluations. While one of the most serious problems--
that of fiscal constraints and retrenchment--is not entirely within
the power of the segments to remedy, the effects of this problem
can at least be mitigated if solutions are found to some of the
other problems that threaten the progress of affirmative action.

Current Prog9ns

In its narrative evaluation, the University described tliree affirma-
tive action programs that it feels are producing results: (1) the
Management Fellowship Program, which has to date matched 57 selected
fellows with high-level University management officials in a mentor-
ing relationship; (2) the Faculty Development Program, which has
provided financial support and release time to.291 women and minor-

. ity junior faculty so that they can pursue scholarly and scientific
research and thus improve their chances for tenure; and (3) the
Staff Affirmative Action Program which provides career development
workshops, scholarships for enployee training and education, staff
internships, and support for special events such as Disability Day.
The primary problem the University cited is the lack of resources
available to expand thesd programs and provide more women and
minorities with th e. various types of staff development that will
enable them to advance.

The State University in its narrative evaluation listed two specific
affirmatiVe action programs that it feels are major successes: the!'

Administrative Fellows PrOgram, and the Affirmative Action Faculty
Development Program. The State University commented that both of
these programs have been well received and have been directly
responsible for the retention and promotion of a number of women
and minorities. Again, fiscal constraints were cited as hampering
the growth of these programs. However, the State University this
past year was able to begin an affirmative action program for
employees with disabilities, a group not mentioned under AB 105 but
ne with a clear link to affirmative action.

While the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges did not
ite any specific district affirmative action programs in its
rrative evaluation report as being particularly successful, it
es list certain strengths that have made some programs successful,

na
do
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including increased administrative support for affirmative action,
.increased staff cooperation and commitment to new programs, and
consistency of effort and process.

Both the University and State University's programs have focused on
one-to-one support--such as grants, mentor relationships, fellow-
ships to do research, and special training--in addition to a general
affirmative action compliance program. Such efforts are beginning
to show results, and the possibility of expanding such programs
should be given serious consideration by both the systemwide admin-

istrations and the Legislature.

Improved Coordination of Faculty and Student Affirmative Action

As discussed in the preceding pages, faculty and student affirma-
tive action are highly interdependent. A good diversity on the
faculty attracts students from diverse backgrounds, who in turn can
become members of the expanding availability pools from which
faculty will be hired. Often, however, the segments have treated
student and faculty affirmative action as entirely separate enti-
ties. In discussing this problem, the University's Office of the
Vice President's report to the Regents stated (1982, p. 15):

Employee, student ind other related affirmative action
programs have ten ed to suffer from a fragmentation of

effort. This is particularly true of the relationship
between student and faculty affirmative action programs,
due largely to the current Federal emphasis on the tradi-
tional, industrial employment model at the expense of
academic and student concerns.

Clearly, if the availability pools of women and minorities with
advanced degrees in the "high-demand" disciplines are to be ex-
panded, then student affirmative action programs--at both the
graduate and undergraduate levels--must focus on encouraging women
and minorities to enter these fields. The University has suggested
several initiatives to improve the coordination ofofaculty and
student affirmative action including:

Establishing bridges between student and faculty programs,
such as the early identification and recruitment of
promising women and minority graduate students through
post-doctoral fellowships, teaching fellowships, and

acting assistant professorships;

Targeting graduate student programs specifically toward
departments and disciplines where there is a low avail-
ability of woinen and minorities with Ph.Ds in order to
expand the availability pools; and
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Emphasizing the importance of faculty role models in
areas such as student advising, and making these activi-
ties a legitimate consideration in faculty promotion and
tenure decisions.

Whether the University and the other segments are willing and able
to take such initiatives to strengthen both student and faculty
affirmative action programs remains to be seen.

IN SUMMARY

The segmental survey data and narrative evaluations which constitute
the basis for this report lead to several conclusions about affir-
mative action for employees and staff in the three public segments
since 1977:

First, in general, there have been modest increases in
the percentages of women and minorities in the faculty
and staff of the public institutions.

Second, some minority groups have fared better than
others and some have lost ground over the four-year
period.

Third, in most eiployment categories, men are better
represented than are women, regardless of ethnic group.

And fourth, the representation of women and minorities in
the tenure-track faculty, as well as in the tenured
faculty, is particularly discouraging, and based on the
trends of the past four years, little improvement is
projected.

Progress in segmental affirmative action has been slow, but it has
been progress. The maintenance and advancement of this progress
in the face of such obstacles as iesource constraints, negative
attitudes, small availability pools, and collective bargaining,
will be the challenge for the next several years. Vigorous efforts
and creative approaches will be needed in order to achieve the
broad goals of equity and diversity in California's public higher
education institutions. .
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APPENDIX A

Assembly Bill No: 105

CHAPTER 399

An act to add and repeal Sections 66903.1 and 66903.2 of, and to add
Section 66903.3 to, the Education Code, relating to universities and
colleges.

(Approved by Governor August V, 1971. Filed with
Secretary of State August 21, 1977.]

LEGISLATIVE COUNSELS DIGEST

AB 103, Hughes. College and university eMployees.
Existing law.prohibits discrimination in eMployment on the basis

of race or sex. ,

This bill would require the California Postsecondary Education
Commission to report to the Legislature and the Governor on March
1, 1980, and every two years thereafter until and including 1984,
concerning the employment, classification, and compensation of eth-
nic minorities and women by the University of California, the Cali-
fornia State University and Colleges, and the public community
colleges, and the result of affirmative action efforts by those institu-
tions.

This bill would require the commission to maintain a registry of
minorities and women available for employment in academic and
administrative positions in postsecondary education.

The people of the State of Calikrnia do enact as kllowx

SECTION I; In enacting this act the Legislature hereby rmds
and declares:

(1) Underrepresentation of ealnic minorities and women persists
within certain areas of employment at the state university and
colleges and Ow University of California;

(2) No comprehensive set of information exists regarding the
representation of ethnic minorities and women within the work
forces of the community colleges;

(3) The Legislature and the Governor must be better infonned of
specific. results of affirmative action hiring programs of the state
university and colleges, the University of California, and the
community colleges; and

(4)- The Budget Conference Committee of the Legislature hts in -
past years requested variout information from the University of
California and the state university and colleges regarding the
representation of minority and woMen employees in their respective
work forces. It is desirable to regularize this reporting process and
move toward comparable data among institutions to improve
legislative deliberations on the state budget Accordingly, the reports*
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Ch. 399 2

required by this act shall supersede anti replace those which have
heretofore been provided pursuant to conference committee budget
language.

SEC. 2. Section 65903.1 is added to the Education Code, to read:
669MA. The commission shall report to the Legislature and the

Governor on March 1, 1980, and every two years thereafter until and
including 1984, on the representation and utilization of ethnic
minorities and women among -academic, administrative, and other
employees at the California State lJniversity and Colleges, the
University of California, and the public community colleges. To
prepare this report the commission shall collect data from each of the
three segments of public postsecondary education. The format for
this data shall be the higher education staff information form
required biennially From all institutions of higher education by the
Federal Equal Employment Opportunity COMMisSioll, the
collection of which is now coordinated by the California
Postsecondary Education Commission.

(a) The higher education staff information form includes the
following types of data:

(1) The number of full-time employees by job categories,
ethnicity, sex, and salary ranges;

(2) The number of full-time faculty by ethnicity, sex, rank, and
tenure:

(3) The number of part-time employees by job categories'
(including tenured, nontenured or tenure track, and other
nontenured academic employees), ethnicity, and sex; and

(4) The number of full-time new hires by job categories (including
tenured, nontenured or tenure track, and other nontenured
academic employees), ethnicity, and sex.

(b) in addition to the above, the segments shall submit to the
commission the following:

(1) Promotion and separation data for faculty and staff employees
by ethnicity and sex for each of the two-year time periods beginning
with 1677 to 1979;

(2) Narrative evaluation exaniining patterns of underutilization of
women and minority employees among different job categories.
compared with the availability of qualified women and minorities for
different job categories;

(3) Narrative evaluation examining specific results of affirmative
action programs in reducing underutilization of women and
minorities; and

(4) Narrative evaluation of both strengths and inadequacies of
curreni affirmative action programs, including inadequaciei
resulting from budgetary constraints.

(c) For purposes of this section, minorities and ethnic minorities
shall include those persons defined as such by rules and regulations
9f the Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

This gection shall remain in effect until January 1, 1985, and as of
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-a- Ch. 399

that ditte is repealed. '-
SEC. 3. Section 66903.2 is added to the Education Code, to read:
66903.2. Pursuant to subdivision (4) of Section 66903, the

commission shall participate jin appropriate stages of the executive
and legislative budget processes, as requested by the executive and,
legislative branches, lo advise regarding the representation of
women and minority employees at inititutioris of higher education.

All information generated by the institutioni and collected by the
commission pursuant to Section ,66903.1 shall te available to the
public.

This section shall remain in effect until January 1; 1985, and as of
that date is repealed. .

SEC. 4. Section 66903.3 is added to the Education Code, to read:
66903.3. The California Postsecondary Education Commission

shall maintain a registry of names and qualifications of minorities and
women who ire available for employment in academic and
administrative positrons in postsecondary education.- This registry
shall be reviewed and updated not less .then every two years. The
commission:s service shall complement, but not duplicate, more
extensive affirmative action efforts of postsecondary education
institutions. The participation of job applicants and, of institutions
shall be voluntary.

0
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APPENDIX B

DEFINITIONS USED IN THE FEDERAL HIGHER EDUCATION
STAFF INFORMATION (EEO-6) SURVEY

5. PRIMARY OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY

a. Executive, Administrative and Managerial

Include all persons whose assignments require pri-
mary (and major) responsibility for management of
the institution, or a cuitomarily recognized department
or subdivision thereof. Assignments require the per-
formance of work directly related to management polk
cits or general business operations of the institution
department or subdivision, etc. It is assumed that
assignments in this category customarily and regularly
require the incumbent to exercise discretion and inde-
pendent judgment, and to direct the work of others.
Report in this category all officers holding such titles
as President, Vice President, Dean, Director, or the
equivalent, as well as officers subordinate to' any of
these administrators with such titles as Associate Dean,
Assistant Dean, Executive Officer of academic depart-
tnents (chairmen, heads, or the equivalent) if their
principal activity is administrative.

t, NOTE: Supervisory personnel of the technical, clerical,
craft, and scrvice/maintenance force will be reported
within the specific categories of the personnel they
suptrvise.

b. Faculty

Include 'all persons whose specific assignments cus-
tomirily are made for the purpose of conducting in-
struction, research, or public service as a principal
activity (or activities), and who hold academic-rank
titles of professor, associate professor, assistant profes-
sor,instructor, lecturer, or the equivalent of any one of
these academic ranks. Report in this category Deans,
Directors, or the equivalents, as well as AssOciate
Deans, Assistant Deans, and executive officers of aca-
demic departmcnts(chairpersoni. heads, or the equiva-
lent) if their principal activity is instructional.Do not
include student teaching or research assistants.

c. Professional Non-Faculty

Include in this category persons whose assignmcnts
would require either college graduatimi or experience
of such kind and amount is to provide a comparable
-background. Included would be all staff members with
assignmepts requiring specialized professional training
who should not be reported under Activity )'--( Execu-
tive) or Activity 2 (Faculty), and who should not,be
classified under aliy of the four "nonprofessional"
categories of activities: .

d. Clerical and Secretarial

Include all persons w'hose_assignments typically are
associated with clerical activities or are specifically of
a secretarial nature. Include perSonnel who arc respon-,
sible for internal and external communications, record-_

ing and retrieval of data (other than computer pro-
grammers) and/or information and other paper work
required in an office, such as bookkcepers, stenograph-
ers, clerk typists, office-machine operators, statistical
clerks, payroll clerks, etc. Include also sales clerks
such as those employed full time in the bookstore, and
library clerks who are not recognized as librarians.

e. Technical and Paraprofessionals

Include all persons whose assignments require spe-
cialized knowledge or skills which may be acquired
through experience or academic work such as is offered
in many 2-year technical institutes, junior colleges or
through equivalent on-the-job training. Include com-
puter programmers and operators, drafters, engineer-
ing aides, junior engineers, mathematical aides, li-
censed, practical or vocational nurses; dietitians, pho-
totraphers. radio operators, scientific assistants, techni-
carillustrators, technicians (medical, dental, electronic,
physical sciences), andlimilar occupations not prop-
erly classifiable in other occupational-activity Categories
but which are institutionally defined as technical
assignments.

Include persons who perform some oi the dutjes of a
professional or technician in a supportive role, which
usually require less formal training and/or experience
-norrrially required for professional or technical Status.
Such positions may fall within an identified pattern of
staff development and promotion under a "New Ca-
reers" concept.

f. Skilled Crafts

Include all persons whose assignments typically re-
quire special manual skills and a thorough and com-
prehensive knowledge of the processes involved in the
work, acquired through on-the-job-training and experi-
ence or through apprenticeship or other formal training
programs. Include mcchanics and repairers, electricians,
stationary engineers, skilled machinists,, carpenters,
compositors and type-setters.

g. Service/Maintenance

gnclude persons whose assignments require limited
degrees of previously acquired skills and knowledge and
in which workers perform duties which result in or
contribute to the comfort, crtnvenience axl hygiene of
persionnel and the student body or which contribute to
the upkeep and care of buildings; facilities or grounds
Rf" the institutional property. Include chauffeurs, laun-
dry and dry cleaning operatives, cafeteria andn restau-
rant workers, truck drivers, bus drivers, garage la-
borers, custodial personnel, gardeners and grounds-
keepers, refuse scollectors, constrEtction laborers, secu-
rity personnel.
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APPENDIX C

1982 *REPORT OF THE

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Note: Additional information submitted
by the University of California is available
in the Commission offices. '
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEM:WIDE ADMINISTRATION

SZEICELZY DAVIS IRVINE LOS ANGELES IUVERSIDE SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

Office of the Vice President--
Academic and Staff Personnel Relations

BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

Mr. Patrick M. Callan
Director
California Postsecondary
Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Pat: 477

May 10, 1982

Enclosed you will find the 1982 AB 105 Report for the Uni-
versity of California. I call your attention to Assistant

, Vice President Martinez' letter to me in which he clarifies
differences in the databases used in this report and the

,,1980 submission.

I also wish to stress that, due to the unique definitions of
personnel data reqUired by the AB 105 Report, the enclosed '
data thould not be compared to other University personnel or
affirmative action documents, which employ different defini-
tions. For example, the definition of "fulf time" academic
personnel ih the AB 105 Report is based on the number of
such personnel employed at-99 percent er more time as f

October, 1981. 'In contrast, the University dei0.nes 11
time" tcademic personnel As those employed 50 percent or
more time in two consecutive quarters. Such differences
in definition produce significant differences in data, and
I therefore want to pution strongly against comparing AB
105 data with personnel data reported in other University
documents.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me or Assistant Vice President Martinez.

Sincerely,

(A,L. (<-
Archie.KleiTgartner
Vice President--
Academic!, and Staff Personnel Relations

Enclosures -

cc:, President Saxon (w/enclosure)
Assistant Vice President Martinez (w/o enclosure)
Staff Director Condren (w/enclosure)
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

MELLY DAVIS IftilNIE LOS ANGELES RIVERSIDE SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

Office of the Vice President--
Academic and Staff Personnel Relations

BERKELEY, CAL:IFORMA 94720

VICE PRESIDENT KLEINGAATNER

Dear Archie:

May 7, 1982

Attached is the 1982 AB 105 Report which is ready for sub-
mission to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.
The database used is October 1979 to November 1981.

Onedissue that should be noted in connection with the CPEC
Report is the exclusion of Student Assistants from the EE0-6
"Faculty" category. At the suggestion of Academic Personnel
Relations, academic appointments made to persons by virtue
of their student status (4.g. teaching assistants) have been
removed from the overall "Faculty" category and specifically
from the "Other, other faculty" category.

While thks change makes for more realistic and meaningful re-
porting of faculty data, it has implications for comparative
interpretations of data between this year's repoi.t and the
1980 submission (October 1977 to November 1979 data). By
removing the Student Assistanti, the size of the overall
"Faculty" category (which includes both Academic Senate as
well ati9non-Senate teaching faculty) is reduceokby about
1,600 persons. Consequently, it appears from the totals that
the size of the full-time.teaching faculty hat decreased from
13,499 in 1979 to 11,823 in 1981, when in fact the decreale ,

is an artifact of the changed definition of "faculty" between
the two years.

A related issue is that comparisons between years are neces-
sarily affected -- the "apples and oranges" problem. Thus
if one compares 'the percentage=of Minority men in the overall
"Faculty" category in 1981 with that reported to CPEC for 1979
(which included the Studedt Posistants.), there appears to be
a decrease from 9.4 to 9.3 percent: In fact, however, this
decrease is merely the statistical artifact of the changed
database. By temoving the "Other, other faculty" category

V from both-the 1979 and 1981 data, so that the two years' data ,
are comparable, one finds that there has been an increase in
the percentagle"of minority men from 8.8 to 9.3 percent in the
overall EEO-6 "Faculty" categcty. The same problem occurs
with minority females: an apparent decrease in the percent-d
'age of minority women in the EEO=6 "Faculty" category actual-
ly turns out to be an increase %hen the data bates are made t

comp4rable.

*177
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Page (2)
Vice President Kleingartner

To correct this problem, we have gone back to the 1977 and
1979 CPEC data and recomputed the figures with the "Other,
other faculty" category removed. The results are presented
in Table 8 in the Narrative Evaluations, which show positive
changes in almost all EE0-6 categories.

However, recomputing the data creates a.further problem in
that these adjusted percentages for the overall "Faculty"
category diffee from those presented in the EE0-6 Report.
Table 8 therefore contains a footnote explaining the dif
ferences.

Sincerely,

Ant ny U. artnez
sistant Vi resident--

Affirmative Action Planning and Review

Attachments

cc: Systemwide Affirmative Action
Steering Committee (w/attachments)

Chief Coordinator Zak (w/o attachments%)
Coordinator Gong (w/o attachments)
Coordinator Geiser (w/o attachments)
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A. MOTRODUCTION

Under Section 66903 (AB 105) of the State Education Code, the University of

California is required to submit narrative evaluations of its affirmative

action programs to the California Postsecondary Education Commission on a
biennial basis. The following report is submitted in ftilfillment of that
requirement.

The report is divided into three sections, pursuant to the specific lang-

uage of Education Code § 66903.1(b):

o "Narrative evaluation examining patterns of underutilization.
of women and minority employees among different job categories
compared with the availability of qualified women and minorities
for different job categories."

"Narrative.evaluation examining specific results of affirmative
action programs in reducing underutilization of women and minori-
ties." ,

o Narratj_ve evaluation of both streng s and weaknesses of current
affirmative action programs, including inadequacies resulting ,from
budgetary_constraints." -

UNDERUTILIZATION AND AVAILABILITY

In preparing its narrative response bp this section, the University was re-

quested by the Commission to address the following specific questions:

"What means are used to determine a 'pattern of underutilization'

in each of the seven EE0-6 job categories? Howare availablility

pools determined for each of the job categories?"

Determination of "underutilization" is based on methods established by the

Department of Labor under Executive Order 11246 and Revised Order No. 4.

"Underutilization" is defined as having fewer minorities or women in a par-
ticular job group than would be reasonably expected by their availability

(CFR 411 60-2.11 b). (However, the current Federal Administration has pro-
-posed reduCing the definition.of "underutilization" to 80 percent of "avail-

ability"; revised regulationS'to this effect are expected shortly.)

Determination of "availability" is also based on methods established under
Federal regulations -- in particular, the so-called "8-factor analysis."

A

The 8-factor analysis includes the following elements:

1) The minority population cd the labor area surrounding a facility;

2) The siie-of the minority and female unemployment force in the la- ,

bor area surrounding a facility;

(3 The percentage of the*minority ard female workforcea coMpared

with theetotal workforce in the immediate labor area;

-;129-
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(4) The general availability of minorities and women having requisite
skills in theinmediate labor area;

(5) The availability of minorities and women having requisite skills

in an area in which the contractor can reasonably recruit;

(6). The availability of promotable and transferable minorities and
women within an organization,

(7) The existence of training institutions capable of training persons
in the requisite skills; and

(8) The degree of training which the contractor is reasonably able to
undertake as/a means of making all job classes available to minor-
ities and women.

Note that the first four factors are all locition-specific, that is they de-
pend on local chatacteristics of the labor force in the area immediately sur-

rounding a particular facility. As a result, when applied to the University,
these factors yield different availability estimates for the same job classi-

fications at different campuses. This is especially true for those EEC-6 job

classifications which are filled primarily through local recruitment: Tech-

nical/Paraprofessional, Secretarial/Clerical, Skilled Crafts, and Service/

Maintenance. Availability estimates for these classifications vary consider.,
ably from campus to campus, depending on local labor conditions, and therefore

no single, meaningful availability estimate can be derived f*,the.University

as a whole.

There is greater uniformity of.availability estimates within the other ECIF-6

job classifications -- Executive/Administrative/Managerial, Faculty, and Pro-

fessional Non-Faculty -- because recruitment for these types of positions

draws from statewide and national availability pools and is thus less subject

to local variation. In the Faculty category, for example, availability esti-
mates are based on the nationwide proportion of Ph.D.s (as well as other ad-

vanced degrees) awarded annually to minorities and women. Consequently,

greater weight is given to factor 5 -- ?availability of minorities and women
having requisite skills in an area in which the contractor can reasonably re-
cruit" ir and less weight is given to factors4.. and 4 in determining the ef-

fective availability of women and minorities fdt-faculty,positions.'

However, while less subject to variation across campuses, availability ei-

timates for faculty, professional, and management positions vary markedly
across different fields and disciplines. °This reflects the fact that women
and minority Ph.D. holders tend to be concentrated in the.fields of education,

social sciences, and humanities, bmt are sharply underrepresented in the

"hard" sciences and engineering. In 1980, for example, women received only
three percent of all Ph.D.s in engineering but 45 percent of the Ph.D.s in

edutation; approximately one third of all Ph.D.s awarded to minorities were

in the field of,education (National Research Council, Summary Report 1980:

Doctorate Recipients from u..§775TN-gbiriE5T:TT-14). 24-29).
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In view of these differences among fields, it makes little sense to speak
in terms of an overall "availability" figure for academic or professional
positions. If they are to be meaningful, availability estimates must be
based on the pool of qualified candidates within particular fields and dis-
ciplines.

Moreover, within particular fields and disciplines, availability also varies
according to the level of the position being recruited. In the Faculty ca.-
tegory, for example, availability estimates differ at the Assistant, Associ-
ate, and Full Professor levels in most disciplines. These variations reflect
the fact that the pool of women and minority Ph.D.s was smaller in earlier
years, and availability for more senior positions must be based on an'earlier
time period in order to allow for normal rates of advancement through the
tenure track.

In short, availablity estimates within the seven EE0-6 job classifications
vary according to the location of the campus, the particular field or dis-
cipline in which a position exists, and the level of the position being re-
cruited. The seven broad classifications used in the EEO-6 format are in-
appropriate for determining availability and thus are not employed in re-
viewing underutilization. Federal regulations require more specific methods
for determining availability and underutilization within particular job ca-
tergories and organizational units, as must be submitted annually in campus
Affirmative Action Plans.

C. SPECIFIC RESULTS

Table 7 shows the percentage of new hires of ethnic minorities and women for
1979-1981. Overall, minorities represented 27.8 percent of the new hirea,
while women comprised 67.0 percent. A third columnilas been included in the
Table to show the percentage of minority women among new hires and thus avoid
the problem of "double counting"! minority women represented 17.8 percent of
new hires.

Looking at individual EE0-6 categories, it.is evident that the greatest pro-
portion of minority hires has occurred in non-professional classifications:
Technical/Paraprofessional, Secretarial/Clerical, Skilled Crafts, and Ser-
vice/Maintenance. A lower percentage of new hires has gone to minorities
in the Executive/Administrative/Managerial and Faculty categories. Ho4ever,
it should also be,noted thatthe percentage of minority hires in the latter
classifications is significantly above their percentage of the wortforce.
Minorities comprised 17.5 percent of new hires in the Executive category,
compared to 11.9 percent who were employed in that same category in 1579.
Similarly, minorities comprised 14.3 percent of new appointments to the Fac-
ulty category during 1979-1981, compared to 11.2 percent representation of
minorities on the faculty in 1979. Insofar as the rate of new hires exceeds
the proportion of minorities already within the workforce, positive change
is indicated.

Wbmen comprised a substantial proportion of new hires in every EE0-6 category
except Skilled Crafts, where tney received only 5.1 percent of new hires.
However, women received 37.9 percent of appointments to the Executive/Ad-
ministrative/Managerial category, 28.7 percent of new appointmedts to the
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Take 7

Percent of New Hires of Women

and Minorities by EE0-6 Catego.ries

1979-1981

-41

Primary
Occupational
Activity

Minorities as
a Percentage
of those Hired

Wbmen as a
Percentage of
those Hired- ak 4

kinority Women
as a Percentage
of.those Hired

Ekecutive/
Administrative/
Managerial

17.5 37.9 8.9

Faculty 14.3 28.7

Professional/
Non-Faculty

18.8 72.1 12.9

Technical/Para-
Professional

30.1 57.1 18.1

Secretarial/
Clerical ,

29.7 85.4 24.4

Skilled Crafts 21.3 5.1 0.5

Service/
Maintenance

5.4.5 34.0 17.4'

All Categor es 27.8 67.0 47.8
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Faculty category, and 72.1 percent of new hires within the Professional

Non-Faculty category.

(In assessing tlek impact of new hires upon different job categories, it

is of course also irportant to examine the rate of separations within each

category in order to assess overall movement Into and out of particular

job classifications. Data on separations are included in the detailed tables

presented in Section II, above. However, the separation data do not appear
to indicate any consistent overall trends across the seven broad EBO-C job

classifications.)

Table 8 shows five-year changes in the University workforce for the periods'

, 1977 through 1981. The first three columns show the percentage of women
and minorities within each EE01-6 category during 1977, 1979, and 1981. The

fourth column shows percentage changes within each category between 1977

and 1981.

As Table 8 indicates, gains in the proportion of woman and minorites-have

occurred in almost all job categories. The largest gainshave ocCurred in

the Executive/Adminisirative/Managerial category, where the propOrtion of
women has increased over 9 percent, while, minorities have increased 3 per-

cent. The Professional-Non-Faculty, Technical/Paraprofessional, and Skilled

Crafts categories also show steady gains in the i*rcentage of women and mi-

norities over the five-yea'r period.
al

Although the percentage of bath women and minorities within the Faculty ca-

tegory has consistently increased each year sinde 1977, overall progress has

been slow. The percentage of women increased from 17.2 percent in 1977 to

18:8 percent in 1981, a percentage increase of 1.6 percent. The percentage

of minorities in the Faculty category increased ram 10.6 percent in 1977

to 11.4 percent in 1981, a percentage increase of only 0.8 percent. In actual

numbers women Faculty increased by 248, and minori4es increased by 95.

TWo main factors appear to count for the relatively slow rate of progress in

the Faculty category. First is the low availability of women and minority
Ph.D.s in many fields, particularly the highly specialized, hig dis-

ciplines. As noted previously, women and minority Ph.D.s tend concen-

trated in fieldp outside the high-demand Aisciplines. Howeve , current

shift in student preferences toward business and management, e hard sciep-

ces, engineering, and the technical fields has created opportuni ies for fac-

ulty hiring primarily in those areas where women and minority Ph.D.s are in

shortest supply.

f

A second factor is the low rate of tarnover among faculty. Among la .

rank faculty, for example, only about fotr percent of approximately 7,000

ladder positions at UC open up each year. Consequently, even if women and

minorities are hired at an annual rate exceeding the nationalavailability

figures, the inpact is small, and change in the overall composition of the

,faculty is necessarily slow. Continuing progress in faculty affirmative

action must -be based on acknowledgement,of the need for consistent efforts

over a sustained period of time, rather than upon the expectation of sudden

and dramatic change.
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Percent and Percentage Change of Wbmen

and Minorities within EE0-6 CategorieS

1977-1981

Primary
Occupational

1977
Percent

19,79

Percent
1981

Percent

Percentage Change
r. 1977-1981

Activity
Wanen Minorities Women Minorities Women Minorities Women Minorities

Executive/
Administrative/
Manageria11.

28.6 10.1 33.3 12.0 37.8 13.1 +9.2 +3.0

Faculty2 17.2 10.6 17.6 11.2 18.8 11.4 +1.6 +0.8

Professional/
Non-Faculty

64.3 19.3 65.3 20.6 66.2 21.5 +1.9 +2.3

Technical/Para-
Professional

1 53.0 34.4
ow'

54.6 36:6 54.1 37.9 +1.1 +35

Secretarial/
Clerical

86.5 29.5 86.4 30.7 85.7 32.5 -0.8 +3.0

Skilled Crafts 2.6 19.6 5.2 22.6 5.6 24.5 +3.0 +4.9

Service/
Maintenance

35.4 59.5 35.1 61.7 35.0 62.4 -0.4 +2.9

1 The 1977 data for the Executive/Administrative/Managerial category are based on a corrected
total of 1,562 persons in this category (as corrected March 13, 1981) and thus differ

slightly from the data originally submitted to CPEC.

2 Foriithe 1979781 reporting period, Student Assistan ("Other, other faculty") were excluded

from the EEO-6 "Faculty" category, although Student Assistants had been preViously includeod

durin-ig the 1977-79 reporting period. To permit comparisons between the 1977-79 and 1979-81

reporting periods, it was therefore necessary to recompute the 1977-1979 "Faculty" data

with the "Other, other faculty" subcategory removed. Consequently, the proportion of women

and minority faculty'indicated by this table.for 1977 and 1979 differs slightly from the,

figures originally submitted to CPEC in 1980.

A
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'Awning to the remaining EE0-6 categories -- Sporetarial/Clerical and Ser-

vice/Maintenance -- Table 8 shows that there has been negative changi in

only two areas: women decreased by 0.8 percent in the Secretarial/Clerical

category, and by 0.4 percent in the Service/Maintenance category. (Minori-

ties increased by approximately three percent in both areas.), However, the

percentage decrease of women in the Secretarial/Clerical category- might

actually be viewed as a positive resUlt from the standpoint of affirmatiVe

action, reflecting inroads in desegregating a traditionally female-dOminated

occupational category. Despite the percentage decrease, women still comprise

p85.7 percent of the Secretarial/Clerical category.

D. PROGRAMMATIC STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Of the variety of affirmative action personnel programs at the'University

of California, probably the most significant is the Employee Development Pro-

gram. This program wasinitiated in 1978 with $604,700 from the qtate and

$300,000 in University Opportunity Funds. (In addition, The Regents con-

tribute over $1.6 million annually in University Opportunity Funds to support

other employee affirmative action efforts.) The objective of the Employee

Development Program is to promote affirmative action through'"upward mobility

programs of faculty, management, and staff development" (1978 Governor's bud-

get language). Separate programs have been established for management, facul-

ty, and staff employees.

The Management Fellowship Program is the smallest of the three programs, in

terms of the number of participants'involved, though perhaps the most visible.

The main feature of this program is the matching of selected Fellows with high-

level University management officials in a mentoring relationship. A total of

57 Management Fellowships have been awarded to date,-all of whOm have beenwo:

men and/Or minorities. Moreover,-preliminary results are quite positive: Of

46 participating Fellows in the first two years of the program, 16_ have already

moved up into different jobs within the University, and another five have as-

sumed highe'r-level jobs outside the University. In addition,, several other

Fellows have completed a.dvanced degrees which will undoubtedly make them more

titive fortromotional opportunities in the future.

The Faculty Development Program providers- financial support and release time

to women and minority junior faculty in order to pursueLschoiarly and scien-.

tific research and thus improve their chances for tenure. With some excep-

tions, individual Faculty Development awards are typically' small ($2,500 -

. $3,000) and' are distributed in just a few, basically similar forms: summer

salaries, sabbatical leavg supplements or spedial leaves with salary-for one

or two quarters, and stipPnds for research assistance, travel to professional

meetings, and so forth. The need to provide'release time,is vieWed as es-

pecially important to remove obstacAt to tenure posed by the extraordinary

student advising and committee workloads carried-by many womenoanf minority

faculty. A total of 291 Faculty Development awards,have been made to women

and/Or minority faculty since 1978.

Although the program has now been in operation for four years, it is still

boo soon for a definitive assessment of its impact on faculty promotions and

tenure. Since the program was deliberately aimed at the junior faculty level.
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(second-, third-, and fourth-year Assistant Professors), 'the first cohort
(4th year Assistant Professors in 1978-79) will 'not come up for tenure un-
til this year,'' and it will undoubtedly take two bo three more years for
there to be a large enough group upon which.bo base an evaluation.

Nevertheless, based on experience across the campuses to date, preliminary
indications are that the program is achieving its intended objectives. In
addition to providing .actual resources and advancement opportunities to
those already within the University, the Faculty Development Program has
proved very useful as a recruitment incentive in attracting women and minor-
ity faculty from outside, given the increasingly intense competitIsn_among
institutions of higher education in bidding for the services of many such
individuals.

The Staff Affirmative Action Program is by far the most diversified of the
three components of Employee Development. Incluted in this area are: career
development workshops, scholarShips to support employee training and educa-
tion, staff internships, support for special events suCh as Disability Day,
Affirmative Action Training for Supervisors, and intercampus collaboratiOns
such as the Mid-Management Assessment Center (aimed at evaluating and devel-
oping the -management potential of staff employees). Preliminary evaluation
of the Staff AffirMative Action Program indicates that the program is reach-
ing the intended target groups -- over 90 percent of program participants
have, been minorities and/Or women (some specific,programs, such as Disability
Day or Affirmative Action Training for Supervisors, are not intended exclu-

\sively for women and minorities) -- and that program cost/Per participant is
competitive with similar employee development programs in the private sector.
Data on program impact are available:only for the first two years, but the
limited data available do suggest that a sizeable number of Program partici-
pants have received subsequent promotions, transfers, or reclassifications.

'HOwever, budgetary constraints pose a significant obstacle to needed,expan-
sion 'of the Staff Affirmative Action Program, particularly in view of the
sheei'number of staff employees who are women and minorities. Approximately
32,000 women and minority staff Are employed by the University of California,
but cukrent programmatic efforts have barelYs scratched the surface in tapping
the vast potential represented by this pool of people. Significant additional
resource's are required to.support demonstrable programmatic needs and poten-
tial in the staff development area.

Budi§etary constraints also pose a significant problem in the area of faculty
affirmative aon;iOn: Further progress in faculty affirmative action is cri-
ticallya.dependent on the pool of women and minority Ph.D.s within different
academic fields and disciplines. The number of women and minorities who en-
ter and complete.graduate training -- especially-within,the highly special-
ized, high-demand disciplines -- must be substantially inCreased if faculty
affirmative action efforts are to be meaningful and effective. Yet the most
recent data show an overall decline in minority graduate enrollments, and
women graduate and professional students remain disproportionately concentrat-
ed in areas outside the high-demand fields. Atthe same time, the State has
shown an unwillingness toe support graduate and professional student affirm-.
ative action programs. There is ah urgent need- fOr better understanding and
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acknowledgement of the cloge idterrelationship between faculty and graduate
student affirmative action efforts, with correspondingly higher levels of
support for programs aimed at increasing the number of women and minority

graduates in the pool from which future faculty appointments'will be Made.

a
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APPENDIX D

1982 REPORT OF

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Note: Additional information submitted by
The California State University is available
in the Commission offices.
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FITE CALIFORMA STATE UNIVERSITYAND COLLEGES

AKERSFIELD - CHICO DOMINGUEZ HILLS FRESNO FULLERTON HAYWARD HUMBOLDT
OMONA SACRAMENTO SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO - SAN FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE

FFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
13) 590- 5540

4

April 30, 1982

LONG BEACH - LOS ANGELES - NORMRIDGE
SAN LUIS OBISPO SONOMA STANISLAUS

Dr. Horace Crandell
Postsecondary Education Administrator
California Postsecondary

Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street
Sacramento, California 95821

Dear Horace:

WENN NEARSOF lOGILIKIRMA
Ilie4.1081

UnherWy (3131=-.

I have enclosed our response to the questions ratsed.by
your office with regard to AB 105 for the time period
1979-81. I have also included the actual employment data
highlighting promotion, new hire, and separation trends
by campus as well as a systemwide summary.

In addition, a narrative summary of employment trends,
which follows your preiiious format, is also attached.
Should you require any additional information, please feel
free to contact me at your earliest convenience.

;I appreciate the assistance and cooperation we have received
from Jan and yourself on this matter, and I look forward
to seeing you soon.

Sincerely,
,

Jeff Stetson
Affirmative Action Officer
Faculty and Staff Affairs

JS/ep

Enclosures

cc: Robert E. Tyndall
Arlene Gallego
Dexter Henderson
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Narrative 1. Evaluation examining patftrns of underutilization
ci'f women and minority employees amon7 different
job categories compared with the availability of
qualified women and minorities for different job
categories.

Question la. What means are used to determine a "pattern of
underutilization" in each of; the 7 EE0-6 job
categories? How are availabiliq pools deter
mined for each of the different job categories?

The response to this question is similiar to
our evaluative statement submitted in our
first report highlighting affirmative action
programs between 1977 through 1979.
"UndAxutilization" is nottdetermined by re-
viewing broad EE0-6 categories and thep inter-
facing those categories with availability .data.
While these broad categories may be useful as
a cursory indicator of employment trends, they
are not appropriate as a realistic measurement
of progress or performance.

Once appropriate job groups are established,
which would include such considerations as
similiar job responsibilities,content, and
wages,then underutilization can be determined
by comparing actual employment utilization
with employment availability data. ,,The source
of availability data is contingent upon the
job group being analyzed and ttke recruitment
area.

For example, for a henure-track faculty'
position, the recruitment area is usually
nationwide, and the availability based on'
the percentage df ethnic minorities and women,
throughout the country who most typically
have acquired a terminal degree. A recruit-
ment effort for a carpenter, however, might be

a relatively rocal search (025-50 mikes
surrounding the campus) while the availability
is based on relevant census data or manpower
studies reflecting employment information by
gender and ethnicity.

-143- 190
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Narrative 2. Evaluation eXamining specific results of
affirmative action programs in reducing under-
utilization of women and minorities.

Question 2a. Which job categories, or subareas of job
categories, have been identified over the
past two years as evidencing underutilization
of women or minorities, and what have been

)/

the specific results of affirmative action pro-
'grams in.redressing this undecutiiization?

The answers to the questions above obviously
differ depending upon the campus reviewed
as well as the employment category conbidered.
However, as we know, the greatest under-
representation of ethnic minorities in
particular, and women in someoategories,
continues to be in the faculty, as well as
the more senior executive positions. There
is 'also significant underrepresentation of
minorities and women in the skilled 'crafts,
although some progress has been made in this
employment category in the last two years.

The term "underrepresentation" means something
substantially different than the term
"underutilization" which by definition
depends upon availability data. For example,
there may be no underutilization of women
ana ethnic minorities in such scademic ag-
partments as engineering, computer science,
and management, and yet there may be no ,

minorities and women employed in those..
departments. Even though the-availability data .

would Rjustify" the employment utilization
within the departments, the absence of a diverse
work fOrceNwould, nonetheless, be a major con--

,

cern which would necessitate different re-
cruitment strategies and affirmative action
efforts.

While we have made some gains in the percentage
of minorities and women hired, separation rates
are still fairly high.. The following figures
represent the percentage of minorities and
women hired during 1979-81 by EE0-6 employment .

category:

-144-



1979-1981 Hires

Minorities as
a Perdentage
of those Hired

Women as a
Percentage of
those Hired

,Executive 23.0 27.9
Faculty 15.1 34.4
Professional 30.0 45.1
Secretarial 31.2 90.4
Technical 29.3 40.4
Skilled Craft 25.6 6.7
Service 49.1 28.2
All Categories -27.7, 51.0

As noted above, the hiring rates in, most of the
categories, are fairly impressive. However,
a more detailed analysis in keeping with our
assessment of EE0-6 categorieswill be required
before any definitive statement can be made
regarding affirmative action progress.

Narrative 3. Evaluation_of both strengths amd inadequacies of .

-current affirmative action programs, includin7 .

inadequacies resulting from budgetary constraints.

Question 3a. Which specikic affirmative action programs have
been the most successfulnover the past 2 years?
What are the particular Strengths that have made
these programs successul? What have been the
weaknesses or inadequaCies in your affirmative
action programs, and how might they be rectified?
What are the impediments precluding, or hampering
resolution of the inadequacies?

The two specific, separately'funded, affirmative action
programs appear to be major successes. The
Administrative Fellows Program and the
Affirmative Action Faculty Development Program
.both have contributed to upward mobility of
existing staff. Preliminary studies would
indicate that the two programs have been well
receiied and are viewed as directly'responsible:
for t e retention andlprómotion of a number Of
women and ethnic minorities.

In addition, this past' year marked the first
full year of funding for affirmative action
programs for employees with disabilities and

. provided a number of key resources to campuses
in an effort to more fully respond to the
reasonable accommodation request of employees
and applicants for employment.

=1.45-
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A number of key adminiitrative appointmedts
have been made in the last two years, which
reflect a more sensitive and aware response
of the importance of affirmative action
programs to the California State University.
The,weaknesses of the program can be tied into
the problems the system as a whole facest as
Well as a more conservative national mood,
which directly or indirectly influencep our
efforts.

The obvious fiscal constraints haMpers not
only recruitment efforts but also has a 4

demoralizing impact on existing employees.
Layoffs and the threat of layoffs continue
tO adversely affect women and ethnic minorities,
many of whom were recently hired and, therefore
have less employment security. Hiring freezes
and mid-year budget,reductions further exacerl:,
batee.an already difficult task of imiblementing -
affirmative action objectives from recruitment
efforts, to training workshops, to promotion
opportunities.

Hiring efforts in fadulty positions are parti-
cularly troublesome given the kinds of academic
disciplines which are currently in greatest
demand. The number of 301ified women and
minorities in these disciplines are relatively
few and their marketability fairly great.
These are problems that face all segMents of
higher education throughout most of the nation
and are particularly acute in, this state generally,
and within the California State University,
specifically.

Question 3b. Have the changing academic preferences of students
affected affirmetive action hiring, promotion or
separation of faculty and administrative staff, and
if so, to what extent?

Our response would not change from the first
report reViewing the years 1977-1979. Our
system is formula driven, and the number of
students in a given discipline impact the number
of fabultyrequired. As students shift to
management programs, engineerihg, and computer

-4-
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sciences, and away from educ4ion and the
social sciences, the impact 06 affirmative
action efbrts are immediate and alarming..

0.

As we indicated earlier,,the disciplines where
we are doing most of our hiring do not have a

-reasonably sufficient diverse pool' of qualified ,

and competitive minárities and women. The
disciplines where we have shrinking _enrollments

. have the greatest number of minorities and
women as potential employees. The situation is

obviously as frustrating as it is disturbing.

Of greater long range concern, however, is-not
the academic preferences of studentsper se, but -

rather whether or not the students themselves
willl reflect the kind of potential emplpyment
pool which would assist affirmative action
efforts in the future. Since systems like our
own create our future employment sources, the
current limitations in access, due to either
changing admissions requirements or decreases
in financial assistance, may severely impact
the possibility of affirmative action implementation

6

in eMployment for years to come.

This, we believe, ig much more of a threat to
the viability of affirmative action programs and

to a greater extent is at least partiAlly in
our control`to rectify.

Question.3c. How, have budgetary constraints affected the hirin7,
profttotion, or separation of women and minorities in
faculty and admistrative positions?

We responded to this,in part, in our answer to

Question 3a. As a general rule, what affects
systems negatively has a greater negative
impact on those who recently have had access
to them. The extent of ourbudgetary constraints
and the methods that have been externally, as
well as internally,imposed to help alleviate
these problems most negatively impact ethnic
minorities and women.

This occurs in a number of ways, both subtle and

dramatic. It may happen with layoffs as in the ,
case of one campus that bad more than half of
those laid off be women or minorities. 'It may

prevent us from hiring women and minorities
because of a hiring freeze imposed. In a more
dangerous ,and perhaps lasting way, it may so

-5- 194
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thoroughly frustrate affirmative action
expectations that administrators, faculty,
and staff may simply.fail to believe that
the employment situation can improve.

Of all the problems, real or perceived, the
factbr of demoralization may present the greatest
obstacle to changing the employment,profile of
our campuses.

-6-
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APPENDIX E

, 1982 REPORT OF THE,

CALIFOR.NIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Note: Additional information submitted by the
California Community Co nem is available in
the Commission offices.
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NANCELLOR'S OFFICE

:ALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
231 ,3 STREET
LACRAMENTO,, CALIFORNIA 95114

P16) 4434732
1)'

May 7, 1982
C.

Ms. Janis Coffey
Dr. ilorace Cravdall
AB 105 Project
California Postsecondary Education-Commission

_1020 - 12th Street, Second Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Coffeviand Dr. Crandalll

I am very pleased to be forwarding the segmental response from the California

Community Colleges to your questionnaire on the effectiveness of employment 41

affirmative action programs in higher education. As you know, the California

Community Colleges consist of 70 community college districts, each governed by

a locally-elected.governing board who delegate some of their duties to a district

stiperintendent.
Superintendents,,therefore, have the primary responsibility

for administering,districts' budgets, directing through subordinates programs

and services to eligible community college students, as well as presenting to

the local board of trustees the names of persons recommended for employment or

termination of employment with the district. The wide breadth of responsi-

bilities is managed through the assistance of assistant superintendents and

presidents, in multi-college districts.

During 1981-82, the Chancellor's Office recommended updated Title 5 regulations

on employment affirmative action which were adopted by the Board of Governore

and which became effective Febtpary 23, 1982. The Board adopted the new regu-

lations in an effort to bring about greater results in the-employment of ethnic

minorities and women.. This laudable objective may possibly be reached if the

dismal fiscal.uncertainty in the state improves dramatically; or, the programs

may be more effective if a way is found to proVect the most recently hired'

when staff cutbacks become a reality as may be the case on May 15th.

The questionnaire supplied by your office was distributed with a cover memorandum

from Mr. Gerald C. Hayward, Chancellor, to all 70 districts. Forty-seven districts

submitted timely responses which formed the basis for this segmental response.

In Appendices A-E, specific colleges' responses are listed without the identity

of the district being listed. 'Some districts responded to all the questions -

while a few did not, which-resulted in differing numbers of responsea ilfeach

appendix. Finally, a listing of all collegds submitting responses is found in

Appendix G and a listing of colleges failing to respond is found in Appendix H.

-151-
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Ms. Coffey and Dr. Crandall -2- May 7, 1982

'

In the Chancellor's Office Report to the Legislatuie on the California Community
Colleges Affirmative Action Prggram, the numbers of ethnic minorities anfa women
currently'emp1oyed will be publiciied along wi,th a comparigon idth prior years'
statistics (1977, 1979, 1981) on the same groups.

Please call me if'you need any clarification (2-6290).

//Sincerely,

Juana garbarita
Administrator for Affirmative

Action Programs

Enclosure

cc: , Gerald C. Hayward
Gus Guichard
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NARRATIVE EVALUATION OF DISTRICT AFFIRMATIVE AGTION PROGRAMS . -

CALIFORNIA: COMMUNITY COLLEGES'

I. BackgroUnd

Assembly Bill 105, codified in Education Code Section 66903.1, et. seq.,
requires that the California Pgstsecondary Education Corimission (CPEG)
maihtain a registry of women and ethnic minorities availablefor employ-
ment in academic and administrative positions in public institutions of
hisher education: .This same statute requires that responses be prepared
ritarding the effectiveness of affirmative action programs in the three
segments of public higher education. In the Spring of 1982, CPEC requested
that the Chancellor's Office of the California,Community Colleges prepare
a narrative evaluation of affirmative action programs of the seventy com-
munity college districts.

II. Methodology

4 . 0
.

.
I

The Chancellor's-Office distributed a memorandum, with attached questions,
to all community college district affirmative action officers in order to
obtain responses needed for the preparation of the narrative evaluation of
affirmative action programs.- A copy of the memorandum, without the ques-
tions, was mailed to the chief executive officer of each district. (Copieq.,
nf the memorandum and questionnaire is found in Appendix F.) Forty-seven
districts submitted responses to the questionnaire by the deadline. (A
list of these districts is found as AfTendix G of this report.)

t

III. Findings

Question A. PREPARE A "NARRATIVE EVALUATIOi EXAMINING PATTERNS OF UNDER -
UTILIZATION OF WOMEg AND MINORITY EMPLOYEES AMONG DIFFERENT
JOB CATEGORIES COMPARED WITH THE. AVAILABILITY OF QUALIFIED
WOMEN AND MINORITIES,FOR DIFFERENT-JOB CATEGORIES:"

..

Question a. What meana' are used to determine a "pattern of underutilization"
in each of,the 7 EEC5-6 job categories? ,

Response,a.

Answers to- this question provided by the community college districts respon-
ding to our inquiry were quite uniform in stating that underuti/ization of
women and ethnic minorities in the seven EE0-6 job categories was determined
by comparing the differences between the districts' workforce figures and
percentage,figures that had been provided by the Chancellor's Office. These,
percentages.were those found in the 1970 Census pertaining to workforce
,availability for the State of Califorhie. The,State Personnel Board also
uses the same percentages for all job categories in state serVice.

Question b. How are availability pools determined for each of the different
job categories?

-153-
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Response b.

Answers to this part of the question varied considerably from those answers
provided for subpart a. Among the more popular resources listed to deter-
mine availability pools are such resources as:

1. Affirmative Action manpower data
2. State Employment Development Department (EDD) Projections

3. Ocupational employment data by cities, (EDD)

4. District Affirmative Action Advisory Committees
5. Affirmative Action Consortium
6. Information Digest published by CPEC

Generally speaking, community colleges use a statewide availability pool of

qualifiea women and ethnic minority persons for professional level positions

such as lor administrators, faculty members, and professional non-faculty
members and a local availability pool with an approximate radius of thirty
miles for the non-professional jobs such as secretarial, clerical, techni-
cal, paraprofessionaL, skilled crafts, and service-maintenance jobs. In

. many cases, the search for a new superintendent may involve nation-wide

recruitment through advertisements in periodicals directed to administrators
already employed in higher education and mailings to personnel offices
colleges throughout the United States. Districts are strongly encouraged

to include organizations whose members include large numbers of women and/

or ethnic minority persons in their recruitment efforts in order to increase

the pools of qualified applicants.

Specific'district comments are included in Appendix A.

Question S. PREPARE A "NARRATIVE EVALUATION EXAMING SPECIFIC RESULTS OF
THE DISTRICT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PROGRAMS IN REDUCING UNDER-
UTILIZATION. OF WOMEN AND MINORITIES."

Question a. Which job categories, or subareas of job categories, have been
identified over the past two years as evidencing underutiliza-
tion of women or minorities?

Response a.

Community college districts reported underrepresentation of women and ethnic

minorities in almost all job categories. Those categories with the greatest

underrepresencation included the executive/administrative/managerial, the
faculty, and skilled crafts. More specifically, faculty departments that

had few women and/or ethnic minorities included agriculture,.natural sciences,

physical sciences, computer scoience, life sciences, public safety, and tech..

.
nical/industrial/skilled crafts departments.

TIspanics were the ethnic persons citea as the most underrepresented along
with women. Additionally, some district personnel reported great difficulty

in hiring ethnic minority women.

Specific district comments are included in APpendix B.

2
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Question b. What have been the specific results of affirmative action programs
in redressing this underutilization?

Response b.

Community college district have undertaken various procedures in redressing
this underrepresentation such as revising the mailing lists to include ethnic
minority groups and women's groups. This revision resulted in increased num-
bers of applications from protected group members in some districts. Districts
also instituted staff in-service programs on the affirmative action program
with coverage of such concepts as equal employment opportunity/affirmative
action hiring and employment goals for protected group members. The results
included an increased awareness among faculty and staff about the meaning of
"using equal opportunity conceptS affirmatively" each time selection committees
met to screen qualified applicants. In different instances, districts have
been able to hire protected group members despite vely limited employment oppor-
tunities in a given district.

Special projects such as the Employment Training Program (ETP), and Indochinese
Refugee Assistance Program (IRAP), and the English as a Second Language (ESL)
Program have attracted more minorities. Unfortunately, funding for these vro-

.grams is being reduced.

Question C. PREPARE A "NARRATIVE EVALUATION OF BOTH STRENGTHS AND INADEQUACIEC
OF CURRENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PKGRAMS, INCLUDING INADEQUACIES
RESULTING FROM BUDGETARY CONST NTS."

Question a. Which specific affirmative act on programs have been the most
successful over the past 2 ye rs? ;

Response a.

Districts responding to this question indicated that among the
most successful affirmative action programa have been the fol-
lowing:

1) Developing screening and selection procedures that comply
with affirmative action and equal employment opportunity
requirements;

2) appointing a full-time affirmative action officer to ensure
district meets legal requirements;

3) increasing staff awareness regarding affirmative actiOn and
non-discrimination in ehe employment process;

4) targeting vacant positions for extensive and extended re-
cruitment;

5) publicizing district aa policy and results of program; en-
listing affirmative action advisory committee members to re-
cruit;

6) improving skills of older as werl as newer employees to en-
hance theit promotability; and,

7) adopting employment goals for woman and ethnic minoriglAs.

3
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Responserb.

Districts responding to this question indicated that the

particular strengths that have made these programs sue-

cessful have been increased administrative support for

affirmative action; increased staff cooperation and com-
mitment to the new programs to achieve the objective of

affirmative action programs. Additionally, consistency
of effort and process was mentioned as a strength as were
increased support by the governing board, the adoption of

Title 5 regulations addressing complaints of unlawful dis-

crimination, and the determination of college staff to make

the changes necessary which will provide equal opportunity

for all.

Question c. What have been the weaknesses or inadequacies in your af-

firmative action programs, and how might they be rectified?

Response c.

The inadequacies or weaknesses of affirmative action programs were (I)

staff unwillingness to change, (2) lack of revenue resources to fund

needed faculty positions, (3) lack of."clout", (4) Reagan,"s adminis-

tration policy and actions towards affirmative action programs, (5)

"last in - first out" concept in lay-offs, (6) overly-optimistic goals

and timetables,. (7) Non-institutionalization of affirmative action pro-

grams, (8) existing staff biases, (9) a general lack of interest in af-

firmative action issues, and (10) lack of support of affirmative action

by elected officials.

In terms of how to remedy the problem those that responded to this query

stated it very precisely, what is needed is"adequate funding".

Question d. What are the impediments precluding, or hampering, resolution
of the inadequacies?

Response d.

The majority of respondents agreed that budgetary constraints were the
'biggest impediment. Other impediments included: (1) Reagan administra-
tion's attitude towards affirmative action, (2) "reluctance of selection
cons:mittens to hire highly-qualified women and minorities over qualified
white males," (3) the inability to attract a more representative pool of
applicants.

District responses to this question can be found in Appendix C of this re-

port.

Question D HAVE THECHANGING ACADEMIC PREFERENCES OF STUDENTS AFFECTED
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION HIRING, PROMOTION OR SEPARATION OF FACULTY
AND ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF, AND IF SO, TO WHAT EXTENT?

Response
a

As a general.rule, the responses to this-question were negative,

4
-156.-

202



changing of academic preferences of students has not affected affirmative
action hiring, promotion, and separation programs.

Question E. HOW HAVE BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS AFFECTED THE HIRING, PROMOTION,
\!,-012, SEPARATION OF WOMEN AND MLNORITIES IN FACULTY AND ADMINIS-
'iTRATIVE POSITIONS?

Budgetary constraints have had a negative impact on the-opportunity-for
hiring and promoting Women and minorities. In-house reorganization has
taken place in order to avoid new hires. Most districts are experiencing
a "freeze" in hiring thus resulting in fewer job openings. Separations
have not occurred in great numbers, as yet, though some districts are an-
ticipating to do this in the very near futurp.

Examples of district comments can be found in Appenaix D and E of this
report.



APPENDIX G

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS THAT RESPONDED TO AB 105 SURVEY

Allan Hancock Community College District
Antelope Valley Community College District
Butte Community College District
Cabrillo Community College District
Cerritos Community College Distiict
Chaffey Community College District
Citrus Community College District
Coast Community College District
Compton Community College District
El Camino Community College District
Fremont-Newark Community College District
Gavilan Community College District
Glendale-Community College District
Grossmont Community College District
Hartnell Community College District
Imperial Community College Di:strict
Kern Community College District
Lake Tahoe Community College District
Long Beach Community College District
Los Angeles Community College District
Marin Community College District
Merced Community College District
Monterey Peninsula Community College District
Mt. San Antonio Community College District
Mt. San Jacinto Community College District
North Orange County Community College District
Palomar Community College District
Palo Verde Community College District
Pasadena Area Community College District
Peralta Community College District
Redwoods Community College District
Rio Hondo Community College Distridt
Riverside Community College District
San Diego Community College District
San Joaquin Delta Community College District
San Luis Obispo 'Community College District
Santa Barbara Community College District
Santa Monica Community College District
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Community College District
Sierra Community College District
Solano Community College District
South County Community Coliege District
State Center Community College District
Ventura County Community College District
West Kern Community College District
Yosemite Community College District
Yuba ComMunity College District



APPENDIX H

DISTRICTS'WHICH DID NOT SUBMIT TIMELY RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ON AB 105

Barstow 'Community College District
Coachella Valley Community College District
Contra Costa Community College District
Foothill-DeAnza Community College District
Lassen Community College District
Los Rios Community College-District
Mendocino-Lake Community College District tlost In mail)
ira Costa Community College District
Napa Community College Distript
Rancho Santiago Community College District
Saddleback Community College District
San Bprnardino COmmunity=College District
San Francisco Community College District
San Jose Community College District (Received too late)

San Mateo Community College Distiict
Santa Clarita Community College Distrit
Sequoias Community College District
Siskiyou Community College District
Sonoma County Community College District
Southwestern Community College District
Victor Valley Community College District
West Hills Community College District
West Valley Community College District



APPENDIX F

STATISTICAL TABLES, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
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HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (880-6) -- 1977, 1979, 1981

FULL-T1ME-STAFF BY SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY AND SALARY RANGE, 9:-MONT1I CONTRACT

UNIVKRSITY OF CALIFORNIA

GRAND
TOTAL

ACTIVITY

FACULTY: 1977

BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500'- 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999 29

j $13,000 - 15,999 580

$16,000 - 18,999 1,187

$19,000 2 24,999 1,907

$25,000 - 29,999 900

$30,000 and above 914

TOTAL 5,517

PERCENT 100.0

FACULTY: 1979
BELOW $7,500 1

$ 7,500 - 9,999 2

$10,000 - 12,999 14

$13,000 - 15,999 51

$16,000 - (1.8,999 772

$19,000 - 24,999 1,752

$25,000 - 29,999 970

$30,000 and above 1,994

TOTAL 5,556

PERCENT 100.0

FACULTY: 1981

BELOW $1,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999 -

$10,000 - 12,999 7

$13,000 - 15,999 36

$16,000 - 18,999 184

$19,000 - 24,999 1,233

025,000 - 29,999. 967

$30,000 - 34,499 957

$35,000 - 39,999 498

$40,000 - 44,999 911

$45,000 - 49,999 298

$50,000 and above 422

TOTAL 5,5,13

PERCENT 100.0

HALE
ASIAN AMER,

WHITE BLACK OR ICAN

TOTAL (NON- (NON- HIS- PACIFIC INDIAN

HIS- HIS- PANIC ISLAND- OR

PANIC) PANIC) ER ALASKAN
NATIVE

- - -

14 13 1 - - -

372 309 17 24 20 2

897 764 32 48 45 8

1,681 1,532 29 36 80 4

854 786 10 14 43 1

893 834 8 'u 13 37 1

4,711 4,238 97 135 225 16

85.4 76.8 1.8 2.4 4.1 0.3

1 1

2 2 -

6 5 1

31 29 1 1 - -

498 425 16 34 21 2

1,379 1,193 47 63 70 6

874 784 18 18 51 3

1,913 1,769 18 30 94 2

4,704 4,208 100 147 236 13

84.7 75.7 14 2.6 4.2 0.2

6 6 -

13 8 2 2 1 -

89 77 2 2 7 1

833 706 29 46 46 4

788 692 20 38 33 5

832 752 18 15 45 2

467 421 6" 10 .29 1

872 790 12 20 49 1

286 272 1 1 11 1

411 385 4 4 18 -

4,597 4,109 94 140 239 15

83.4 74.5 1.7 2.5 4.3 0.3

FEMALE
ASIAN AMER -

WHITE BLACK . OR ICAN

TOTAL (NON- (NON- HIS- PACIFIC INDIAN

IIIS- HIS- PANIC ISLAND- OR

PANIC) PANIC) I, ER ALASKAN
NATIVE

-
,

- - - -

15 13 - - 2 -

208 174 6 11 14 3

290 250 14 9 14 3

226 200 9 9 4. 4

46 44 - 1 1 e. -

21 20 - 1 - -

806 701 29 31 35 10

14.6 12.7 0.5 0.6 . 0.6 .0.2

- - 7

8 6 1 1

20 19 - - I

274 234 9 9 21 1

373 314 17 19 17 6

96 88 4 1 3

81 77 1 2 1

852 738 31 32 44 7

15.3 13.0 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.1

- -

1 1
_

23 22 1 - -

95 82 1 6 5 1

400 340 17 11 30 2

179 149 9 10 7 4 ,

125 118 3 2 2

31 30 1 - -

39 37 1 - 1

12 ' 10 - 2 -

11 11 - - -

916 800 33 31 45 7

16.6 14.5 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.1
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HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE0-6) 7- 1981
FULL-TIME-STAFF BY SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY AND SALARY AANGE, 11-MONTH CONTRACT

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

ACTIVITY,

GRANO
TOTAL

ICKE

ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

FEMALE

BLACK
(NON- HIS-
HIS- PANIC
PANIC)

ASTAF-7K1F-
OR ICAN

PACIFIC INDIAN

ISLAND- OR
ER ALASKAN

NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

KSTAW--AREF-
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

EXEC/ADMIN/HANAGERIAL
BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999
$13,000 - 15,999 - - - -

$16,000 - 18,999 5 2 1 1 - - - 1 3 2 1 - -

$19,000 - 24,999 237 61 52 6 1 1 1 176 147 7 10 11 1

$25,000 - 29,999., 322 123 97 12 7 6 1 199 '168 13 7 9 2

$30,000 - 34,999 291 160 136 10 8 6 - 131 109 11 . 7 4

$35,000 - 39,999 251 182 155 15 8 3 1 69_ . 61 5 1 1 1

$40,000 - 44,999 269 221 196 9 , 7 8 1 48 41 3 1 3

$45,000 - 49,999 149 119 108 _2 3 5 1 30 28 1 1

$50,000 and above 269 247 236 8 1 q 2 - 22 21 - - 1 -

TOTAL 1,793 1,115 981 63 35 31 5 678 577 - 40 27 30 4

PERCENT 100.0 62.2 54.7 3.5 2.0 1.7 0.3 37.8 32.2 2.2 1.5 1.7 0.2

FACULTY,
BELOW $7,500 3 2 I 1 1 1

$ 7,500 - 9,999 2 2 1 1 -

$10,000 - 12,999 5 5 3 - - 2 - - - -

$13,000 - 15,999 181 129 95 2 2 30 52 42 - 4 6 -

$16,000 - 18,999 359 281 213 3 5 60 78 62 4 3 9 -

$19,000 - 24,999 1,004 631 518 7 28 76 2 373 301 12 16 42----- 2

$25,000 - 29,999 947 648 552 8 16 71 1 299 255 15 4 25 -

$30,000 - 34,999 1,067 758 664 13 18 62 1 309 272 5 5 24 3

$35,000 - 39,999 591 472 423 4 12 31 2 119 112 1 1 4 1

$40,000 - 44,999 408 351 316 3 5 27 57 55 - - 2 ..:

$45,000 - 49,999 411 366 338 , 3 4 21 45 38 2 5

$50,000 and above 1,332 1,232 1,139 9 20 62 2 100 87 5 1 7 -

TOTAL 6,310 4,877 4,263 52 110 444 8 1,433 1,224 44 14 125 6

PERCENT 100.0 71.3 67.6 0.8 1.7 7.0 0.1 22.7 19.4 0.7 0.5 2.0 0.1

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999 -

$13,000 - 15,999 22 10 6 1 1 2 - 12 6 2 4 -

$16,000 - 18,999 1,132 406 312 20 29 44 1 726 576 36 37 73 4

$19,000 - 24,999 6,119 1,412 1,070 86 85 161 10 4,707 3,676 214 162 647 8

$25,000 - 29,999 3,849 1,259 971 68 61 152 7 2,590 1,991 129 71 390 9

$30,000 - 34,999 1,596 808 654 35 32 85 2 788 662 32 23 68 3

$35,000 - 39,999 640 427 349 14 17 45 2 213 159 14 5 35

$40,000 - 44,999 232 171 154 2 4 10 1 61 52 1 1 7

$45,000 - 49,999 66 53 46 3 - 4 - 13 9 2 1 1

$50,000 and above 158 117 109 3 5 - 41 37 - - 4 ,

TOTAL 13,814 4,663 3,671 229 232 508 23 9,151 7,168 430 304 1,225 24

PERCENT 100.0 33.8 26.6 1.7 7 3.7 0.2 66.2 51.9 3.1 2.2 8.9 0.2,

GRAND TOTAL 21,917 10,655 8,915 344 37 983 36 11,262 8,969 514 365 1,380 34

PERCENT 100.0 48.6 40.7 1.6 1.7 4.5 0.2 51.4 40.9 2.3 1.7 6.3 0.2
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HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE0-6) 1981

FULL-TIME-FACULTY BY TENURE STATUS AND RANK

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

GRAND
TOTAL

MALE

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
1CAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL

WHITE
(NON-
111S7'

PANIC)

F MALE

BLACK
(NON- HIS-

HIS- PANIC
PANIC)

OR
PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

TENURED
PROFESSORS 3,936 3,721 3,423 38 64 189 7 215 205 2 5 3

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS 1,504 1,270 1,124 30 53 57 6 0234 200 9 9 13

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS - . - -

INSTRUCTORS - - - - - - _ - -

LECTURERS
OTHER FACULTY

114
- -

56
-

3 6 7 1 41,
.

35
-

1

-
2

-
2

-

1

TOTAL 5,554 5,064 4,603 0 71 123 253 14 490 440 12 16 18 4

PERCENT 1007, 91.2 82.9 1.3 '2.2 4.6 0.3 8.8 7.9 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.1

a."

NON-TENURED ON TRACK

PROFESSORS
ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS

L. , -

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS 1,158 850 729 23 A 59 3 308 269 11 6 21

INSTRUCTORS a 1
1 1 - - -s

-

LECTURERS -

OTHER FACULTY - -

TOTAL 1,159 851 730 23 . 36 59 3 308 269 11 6 21 1

PERCENT 1007. 73.4 63.0 2.0 3.1 5.1 0.3 26.6 23.2 0.9 0.5 1.8 0.1

OTHER
PROFESSORS 1,128 876 784 15 12 64 1 252 228 5 3 13 3

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS 979 633 542 6 22 63 - 346 284 14 9 311 1

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS 1,480 1,073 903 14 29 124 3 407 335 12 12 46 2

INSTRUCTOR'S 93 69 59 1 3 6 - 24 20 1 2 1 -

LECTURERS 548 321 292 5 10 12 2 227 201 5 4 16 1

OTHER FACULTY 882 587 459 11 15 102 - 295 247 17 13 17 1

TOTAL 5,110 3,559 3,039 52 91 371 6 1,551 1,315 54 43 131 A

PERCENT 1007. 69.6 59.5 1.0 1.8 7.3 0.1 30.4 25.7 1.1 0.8 2.6 0.2

GRAND TOTAL 11,823 9,474 8,372 146 250 683 23 2,349 2,024 77 65 170 13

PERCENT 100% 80.1 70.8 1.2 2.1 5.:8 0.2 19.9 17.1 0.7 0.5 1.4 0.1



'

FULL-IiME STAFF
,NEW HIRES

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

17 UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

ACTIVITY

MALE FEMALE

GRAND
TOTAL TOTAL

WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-

HIS-
PANIC)

,v

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-

ER

AMER-
ICAIL

INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(HON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

01i1S-

PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

EXEC/ADNIN/NANAGERIAL:
TOTAL 280 174 150 13 8 3 41 106 01 14 6 4 1

PERCENT 100.0 62.1 53.6 4.6 2.1 1.1

:

37.9 28.9 5.0 2.1 1.4 0.4

FACULTY,
TENURED:

11 0

PROFESSOR 137 126 108 4 5 9 11 9 1 1

ASSOC PROFESSOR
ASST PROFESSOR

74
0

54 45 1 8 20
-

, II

-

1 1

INSTRUCTOR -

LECTURER 8 7 2 ,1

OTHER RANK - - - -

TOTAL 219 187 I8 4 0 17 .32 . 27 1 2 1 1

PERCENT 100.0 85.4 72.1 1.8 3.7' 7.8 14.6 12.3 0.5 0.9 0.5
c

0.5

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
PROFESSOR. 2

ASSOC PROFESSOR.., ,
ASST PROFESSOR 580 442 388 10 15 29 138 120 5 2 10 1

INSTRUCTOR 1 1 1

LECTURER
OTHER RANK

- -
_.

TOTAL 581 443 389 10 15 29 138 120 5 2 10 cl

PERCENT 100.0 76.2 67.0 1.7 2.6 5.0 23.8 20'.7 0.9 0.3 1.7 0.2

OTHER:
PROFESSOR
ASSOC PROFESSOR
ASST PROFESSQR
INSTRUCTOR
LECTURER - . - - - -

OTHER RANK 779 496 413 7 19 56 1 283 246 9 7 21

TOTAL 779 491\ 413 7 19 56 1 283 246 9 7 21

PERCENT 100.0 63.7 53.0 0.9 2.4 7.2 , 0.1 36.3 31-6 1.2 0.9 2.7

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
TOTAL 5,069 1,416 1,117 67 86 135 11 3,653 1,000 129 128 384 12

PERCENT 100.0 27.9 P 22.0 1.3 1.7 2.7 0.2 72.1 59.2 2.5 2.5 7.6 0.2

GRAND TOTA1 698 2,716 2,227 101 136 240 12 4,212 3,474 158 145 420 15

PERCENT 100.0 39.2 32.1 1.5 2.0 3.5 0.2 60.8 50.1 2.3 2.1 6.1 0.2
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FULL-TIME STAFF
PROMOTIONS

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

UNIVERSITY OF CALtfORNiA

ACTIVITY

MALE
AS-OAF-AMER-
OR ICAN

PACIFIC INDIAN
ISLAND- OR

ER ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL

WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

MALE

BLACK
(NON- HIS-

HIS- PANIC

PANIC)

ASIAN_
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-

ER

AMER-
ICAN
INO1AN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

GRAND
TOTAL TOTAL

WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

EXEC/ADHIN/HANAGERIAL:
_WITHIN CLASS
TO CLASS

TOTAL
PERCENT

FACULTY
TENURED:

TO PROFESSOR
TO ASSOC PROFESSOR
TO ASST PROFESSOR
TO INSTRUCTOR
TO LECTURER
TO OTHER RANK

SUBTOTAL
PERCENT i

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
TO PROFESSOR
TO ASSOC PROFESSOR
TO ASST PROFESSOR
TO INSTRUCTOR
TO LECTURER
TO OTHER RANK

SUBTOTAL
PERCENT

OTHER FACULTY:,
TO PROFESSOR,4,
TO ASSOC PROFESSOR
TO ASST PROFESSOR..."
TO INSTRUCTOR
TO LECTURER

153
210
363

_100.0

371
381

2

-

754

100.0

-

69
95
164

45.2

333
284

1

618
82.0

66
74

140
38.6

294
252

1

547
72.5

2

9

11
3.0

7

7

14

1.9

1

5

6
1.7

12
12

-

24

3.2

-

6

6

1.7

20

13

-

33
4.4

1

1

0.3

84

115

199
54.8

38
97

-

-

1

136
18.0,

-

69
99

168

46.3

37
75

-

1

113
15.0

_

8

5

13
3.6

7

7

0.9

-

5

6

11

3.0

1

4

s'

0.7

-

-

2

5

7

1.9

_

8

a
1.1

-

3

3
0.4

-

TO OTHER RANK 1158 79 - 67 1 2 8 1 79 66 3 2 7 1

SUBTOTAL 458 79 67 1 2 8 1 79 66 3 2 7 1

PERCENT 100.0 50.0 42.4 0.6 1.3 5.1 0.6 50.0 41.8 1.9 '1.3 4.4 0.6

TOTAL 912 697 614 15 26 41 1 215 179 10 1 15 4

PERCENT 100.0 76.4 67.3 1.6 2.9 4.5 0.1 23.6 19.6 1.1 OA 1.6 0,4

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
WITHIN CLASS 2,471 672 530 40 27 72 3 1,805 1,445 69 51 237 3

TO CLASS 996 301 221 20 22 37 1 695 550 42 34 63 6

TOTAL 3,473 973 751 60 , 49 109 4 2,500 1,99S 111 85 300 9

PERCENT 100.0 28.0 21.6 1.7 1.4 3.1 0.1 72.0 57.4 3.2 2.4 8.6 0.3 .

GRAND TOTAL
PERCENT

4,748
100.0

1,834
38.6

1,505
31.7

.86
1.8

"81

1.7

156
3.3

6

0.1

2,914
61.4

2,342
49.3

134

2.8
,103
2.2

322
6.8

13

0.1
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FULL-TIME STAFF
SEPARATIONS

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

UNIVERSITY OF 6LIFORN1A

"PA

ACTIVITY

GRAND
TOTAL

14ALE

AgAN
. OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER -

1CAN

INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

FEMALE

BLACK
(NON- HIS-
HIS- PANIC
PANIC)

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLANO-
ER

1

AMER--

ICAN
INDIAN.
08

ALASKAN
NATIVE

ItIITE

TOTAL (NON-

HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-

PANIC)
HIS-

HIS-
PANIC

EXEC/ADHIN/HANAGERIAL:
TOTAL 345 220 185 17 11 6 1 125 112 4 5 4 -

PERCENT 100.0 63.8 53.6 4.9 3.2 1.1 0.3 36.2 32.5 1.2 1.4 1.2

FACULTY "' 0"

TENURED:
PROFESSOR ,223 217 208 4 5 6 6

ASSOC PROFESSOR 76 67 61 1 2 3 9 7 1 1

ASST PROFESSOR - -
.

-

INSTRUCTOR - - -

LECTURER 15 8 8 7 5 1 1

OTHER RANK - - - -

TOTAL 314 292 277 1 6 8 22 18 1 1 2

PERCENT 100.0 93.0 88.2 0.3 1.9 2.5 7.0 5.7 0.3 0.3 0.6

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
PROFESSOR
ASSOC PROFESSOR -

ASST PROFESSOR 198 154 122 15 6 11 44 37 2 1 3 1

INSTRUCTOR 1 1 1

LECTURER -

OTHER RANK - - - - - -

TOTAL 199 155 123 15 6 11 44 37 2 1 3 1

PERCENT 100.0 77.9 61.8 7.5 3.0 5.5 22.1 18.6 1.0 0.5 1.5 0.5

OTHER:
PROFESSOR -
ASSOC PROFESSOR -
ASST PROFESSOR
INSTRUCTOR
LECTURER - - - - - - - - -

OTHER RANK 722 463 392 4 13 53' 1 259 217. 8 6 25 3

TOTAL 722 463 392 ,, ) 4 ' 13 53 1 259 217 8 6 25 3

PERCENT,. 100.0 64.1 54.3 I" 0.6 1.8 7.3 0.1 35.9 30.1 1.1 0.8 3.5 0.4

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
TOTAL 5,043 1,425 1,128 69 89 130 9 3,618 3,024 114 106 354 20

PERCENT 100.0 28.3 22.4 1.4 1.8 2.6 0.2 71 7 60:0 2.3 2.1 7.0 0,4

GRAND TOTAL 6,623 2,555 2,105 106 125 208 11 4,068 3,408 129 119 388 24

PERCENT 100.0 38.6 31.8 1.6 1.9 3.1 0.2 61.4 51.5 1.9 1.8 5.9 0.4
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HIGiER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE0-6) -- 1981

FULL-TIMMTAFF BY SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVIIY AND SALARY RANGE, 9-MONTO CONTRACT

. CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

ACTIVITY

GRANO
TOTAL

FEMALE

TOTAL
WHITE.
(NON-
NIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

HIS-

PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

'ICAN

INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
NIS-

PANIC).

HIS-
PANIC

OR ICAN

PACIFIC INDIAN
ISLAND- ' OR
ER ALASKAN

NATIVE

EXECIADHIN/HANAGERIAL
BELOWr$7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999
$13,000 - 15,999
$16,000 - 184999 -

v

- -

,
- -

$19,000*- 24,999 4 1 1
3 2

$25,000 - 29,999 5 3 2 1 2 1

$30,000 - 14,999 4 1 1
3 3

$35,000 - 39,999 3 2 2 1 1

$40,000 - 44,999 4 2 2 - 2 2

$45,000 - 49,999 3 2 1 1 1 , 1

$50,000 and above 1 1 1 - _
) 91

-

TOTAL 24 12 10 1 1

i
10 2

PERCENT 100.0 50.0 41.7 4.2 4.2 50.0 41.7 8.3

FACULTY
BELOW $7,500

7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999 - - - - -

$13,000 - 15,999 8 5 5 3 2 - - - 1

$16,000 - 18,999 37 16 16 - - -
.

- 21 16 - 2 2 1

$19,000 - 24,999 2,136 1,282 1,051 52 84 88 7 854 729 38 40 '41 6

$25,000 - 29,999 2,598 1,946 1,665 75 82 113 11 652 564 25, 25 35 3

$30,000 - 34,999 1,914 1,545 1,330 29 40 138 8 369 328 14 11 15 1

$35,000 - 39,999 4,474 1,931 3,621 43 56 202 9 543 500 14 . 7 21 1

$40,000 - 44,999 3 3 3 - - - - - -

$45,000 - 49,999 -

$50,000 and above
TOTAL 11,170 8,728 7,691 199 262 541 35 2,442 2,139 91 85 114 13

PERCENT 100.0 78.1 68.9 1.8 2.3 4.8 0.3 21.9 19.1 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.1

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999 -

- - -

$13,000 - 15,999 11 6 4 - 1 1 5 3 2

$16,000 - 18,999 51 19 7 4 7 1 32 021 4 2 3 2

$19,000 - 24,999 66 29 16 4 5 3 1 37 30 2 1

$25,000 - 29,999 29 12 a 1 1 1 1 17 15 1 . I

$30,000 - 34,999 2 - - - 2 2 - - -

$35,000 39,999 10 a a
. 2 2

$40,000 - 44,999 4 2 2 - 2 _ 1

$45,000 - 49,999,k, 6 4 4 - 2 lc

$50,000 and abovre - - - - - - - - - - -

TOTAL 179 80 49 9 14 6 2 99 74 10 6 6 3

PERCENT 100.0 44.7 27,4 '4 5.0 7.8 3.4 1.1 55.3 41.3 5.6 3.4 1.4 1.7

GRAND TOTAL 11,373 8,820 7,750 208 277 548 37 2,553 2,223 103 91 120 16

PERCENT 100.0 77.6 68.1 1.8 2.4 4.8 0.3 22.4 19.5 0.9 0.8 1.1 0.1
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HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE9-6) -- 1981
FULL-TIME-STAFF BY SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY ANO SALARY RANGE, 11-NONTH CONTRACT

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

ACTIVITY

GRANO
TOTAL

MALE

ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-

'PANIC)

FEMALE

BLACK
(NON- HIS-
HIS- PANIC
PANIC)

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
ICAN
INDIAN

OR
ALASKAN
NATIVE

JOIAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

Kspii-mirk-
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

EXECADDIN/HANAGERIAL
BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999 - -

$13,000 - 15,999 1 1 1 -

$16,000 18,999 - - - - - - - - - -

$19,000 - 24,999 36 11 6 2 2 1 25 21 3 1 4.

$25,000 - 29,999 145 77 61 4 10 1 1 68 57 4 1 5 1

$30,000 - 34,999 236 183 143 22 17 1 - 53 45 4 3 1

$35,000 - 39,999 169 133 116 a 4 3 2 36 32 3 1

$40,000 - 44,999 299 268 235 13 12 8 31 29 1 1 -

$45,000 - 49,999 275 244 219 8 12 5 31' 28 3
0

..

$50,000 and above 105 95 89 3 2 1. 10 9 1 - ,

TOTAL 1,266 1,011 869 60 59 20 3 255 222 19 7 6 1

PERCENT 100.0 79.9 68.6 4.7 4.7 1.6 0.2 . 20.1 17.5 1.5 0.6 0.5 0.1

FACULTY ,

BELOW $7,500 -,1

$ 7,500 - 9,999 4.1

$10,000 - 12,099
$13,000 - 15,999
$16,000 - 18,999 - - - - -

$19,000 - 24,999 7 5 3 2 2 1 1

$25,000 - 29,999 26 21 18 1
_ 2 5 3 1 1

$30,000 - 34,999 50 39 32 3 ' 2 1 1 II 9 1 1

$35,000 - 39,999 46 40 36 1 2 1 6 4
4,

$40,000 - 44,999 222 189 176 - 4 6 3 33 30. r - 2

$45,000 - 49,999 - - - - - -

$50,000 and above A' - - - - - - - 4

TOTAL 351 294 265 5 8 10 6 57 47 2 2 4 2

PERCENT 100.0 83.8 75.5 .1.4 2.3 2.8 1.7 16.2 13.4 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.6

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY -

BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999 ow

$10,000 - 12,999 - - - - - -

$13,000 4, 15,999 38 16 12 4 - 22 16 3 2 1

$16,000 - 18,999 156 41 23 8 6 4 115 73 9 18 13 2

419,000 - 24,999 1,077 463 314 48 64 33 4 614 454 57 47 49 7

$25,000 - 29,999 799 467 361 43 36 21 6 332 274 24 14 20

$30,000 - 34999 377 264 227 15 9 12 1 113 97 1 5 a 1

$35,000 - 39,999 103 86 78 4 2 1 1 17 12 3 - 1 1

$40,000 - 44,999 59 51 41 6 1 3 8 6 1 1 -

$45,000 - 49,999 43 34 30 - 1 3 9 8 - 1

$50,000 and above 13 11 11 - - 2 2 - - - -

TOTAL 2,665 1,433 1,097 128 119 77 12 1,232 942 98 86 95 11

PERCENT 100.0 53.8 41.2 4.8 4.5 2.9 0.5 46.2 35.3 3.7 3.2 3.6 0.4

GRAND TOTAL 4,282 2,738 2,231 193 186 CD7 21 1,544 1,211 119 95 105 14

PERCENT 100.0 63.9 52.1 4.5 4.3 2.5 0.5 361 28.3 2.8 2.2 2.5 0.3
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HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO-6) -- 1981

FULL-TIME FACULTY BY TENURE STATUS AND RANK

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

MALE FEMALE

GRANO
TOTAL TOTAL

WHITE
(HON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

PACIFIC
ISLAND-

AWN'
OR

'ER
.

AMER
ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-

ER

ICAN,'
INDIAN
OR ,

ALASKAN
NATIVE.

TENURED
PROFESSORS 6,466 5,535 5,017 ,72 97 329 20 931 845 , 29 18 37 2

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS 2,342 1.700 1,479 71 71 70 9 642 552 25 25 37 3

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS 241 152 113 15 14 9 1 89 75 7 3 4

INSTRUCTORS
_ - - - - 1

LECTURERS -

OTHER FACULTY
-

TO1AL 9,050 7,387 6,609 158 182 408 ki 1,663 1,472 61 .46 78 6

PERCENT 100.0 81.6 73.0 La 2.0 4.5 0.3 18.4 16.3 0.7 0.5 O.9 O.

NON-TENURED ON TRACK
PROFESSORS 134 117 93 2 3

0
18 1

,

1..7 14 1 2

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS... 430 344 287 10 14 30 3 86 77 4 - 5 -

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS 799 487 387 , 19 39 38 4 312 26T 12 17 12 6

INSTRUCTORS
LECTURERS

5

-

2 2 - - - - 3
-

2
-

1
q.,

OTHER FACULTY
- . - - -

TOTAL 1,368 950 769 31 56 86 8 418 358 17 18 19 6

PERCENT 100.0 69.4 56.2 2.3 4.1 6.3 0.6 30.6 26.2 1.2 1.3 1.4 .0.4

OTHER
PROFESSORS 117 106 100 3 3 11 - 9 I 1

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS 265 209 159 7 8 33 2 56 44 1 7 4 -

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS 690 401 338 9 20 32 2 289 253 12 10 13 1

INSTRUCTORS 193 84 74 - 6 3 1 109 90 3 7 7 2

LECTURERS
OTHER FACULTY

25

1

14
1

13

1 ..

1

-
..

..
-
-

.11
-

JO
- - - -

1
.

TOTAL 1,291 815 685 16 38 71 5 476 406 16 25 24 5

PERCENT 100.0 63.1 53.1 1.2 2.9 5.5 0.4 36.9 31.5 1.2 1.9 1.9 0.4

GRAND TOTAL 11,709 9,152 8,063 205 276 565 43 2,557 2,236 94 ' 89 121 17

PERCENT 100.0 78.2 68.7 1.8 2.4 4.8 0.4 21.8 19.1 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.2

2 6



FULL-TIME STAFF
NEM HIRES

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

ACIIVITY

GRANO
TOTAL

MALE

MUTE BLACK .

TOTAL (NON- (NON- HIS-
HIS- HIS- PANIC
PANIC) PANIC)

EXEC/ADMIX/MANAGERIAL:
TOTAL 221 161 122 12 21
PERCENT .100.0 72.9 55.2 5.4 9.5

FACULTY
TENURED:
PROFESSOR 22 21 20 1

ASSOC PROFESSOR 14 13 11

ASST PROFEtSOR 4 1

INSTRUCTOR -

LECTURER
OTHER RANK

TOTAL 40 35 31 1
PERCEfq 100.0 87.5 77.5 2.5

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
PRGFESSOR 137 121 97 1 2
ASSOC PROFESSOR 310 247 206 6 12
ASST PROFESSOR % 505 313 250 14 21

INSTRUCTOR 3 1 1 -

LECTURER -

OTHER RANK - - - - -

TOTAL 955 682 554 21 35
PERCENT 100.0 71.4 58.0 2.2 3.7

OTHER:
PROFESSOR ' 233 211 191 1 8
ASSOC PROFESSOR 485 387 323 7 12
ASST PROFESSOR 1,471 856 721 17 37
INSTRUCTOR 479 230 197 4 13
LECTURER 181 111 92 5 4
OTHER RANK 121 89 79 a

TOTAL 2,970 1,884 °1,603 34 '82
PERCENT 00.0 63.4 54.0 1.1 2.8

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
TOTAL 1,638 899 628 97 111
PERCENT 1 100.0 54.9 38.3 5.9 6.8

GRAND TOTAL 5,824 3,661 2,938 164 250
PERCENT 100.0 62.9 50.4 2.8 14.3

ASI " R-
OR i ICAN

PACI IC INDIAN
IS OR
ER ALASKAN

NATIVE

5 1

'2.3 0.5

1

3

7.5

19 2

23 -

24 4

- .

-. -

66 6
6.9 0.6

11

44 1

75 6
15 1

10
2

157 a
5.3 0.3

54 9

3.3 0.5

285 24

4.9 0.4

217

FEMALE

TOTAL
WITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

OR
PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

ICAM
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

60
27.1

1

1

45
20.4

1

1

a
3.6

2

0.9
5

2.3

3 . 2 1

00

5 4 1

12.5 10.0 2.5

16 14 1 - 1

63 54 2 2 5
192 162 ° 9 13 II

2 1 -
A.1

- - -

- - -
273 231 12 °16 14

28.6 24.2 1.3 1.7 1.5

\

22 21 1 - -

98 76 3 15 4
615 545 16 25 27 2
249 211 8 15 13 2
70 63 4 2 1

32 28 - - 4
1,086 944 32 57 45 8
36.6 31.8 1.1 1.9 1.5 0.3

739 518 73 79 60 9
45.1 31.0 4.5 4.8 3.7. 0.5

2,163 1,742 125 154 125 17

37.1 29.9 2.1 2.6 2.1 0.3



FULL-TIME STAFF
PROMOTIONS

FALL 1979 70 FALL 1981

CALIFORNIA STA1E UNIVERSITY.

ACTIVITY

GRAND
TOTAL

MACE------

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

----A31AN

HIS-
PANIC

AMER-
OR ICAN

PACIFIC .INDIAN
ISLAND- OR

Elt ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

fEHALt-KO- A14
BLACK OR
(NON- HIS- PACIFIC
HIS- PANIC ISLAND-

PANIC) ER

AN1R-
ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

WHITE
TOTAL (NON-

HIS:-

PANIC)

EXEC/ADDIN/HANAGERIAL:
WITHIN CLASS 153 107 89 5 6 6 I 46 36 2 3 1 4

TO CLASS 3, 2

TOTAL 156 108 90 5 6 6 1 48 37 3 3 1 4

PERCENT 100.0 69.2 57.7 3.2 3.8 3.8 0.6 30.8 23.7 1.9 1.9 0.6 2.6

FACULTY
TENURED:

a

TO PROFESSOR 862 679 587 15 , 19 54 4 183 162 7 6 7 I

TO ASSOC PROFESSOR 428 0281 240 17 11 11 2 147 118 10 9 9 1

TO ASST PROFESSOR 2 - - - - 2 2 - - -

TO INSTRUCTOR - - -

TO LECTURER -

TO OTHER RANK - - _ - - - - - -

SUBTOTAL 1,292 960 827 32 30 65 -- 6 332 282 17 15 16 2

PERCENT 100.0 74.3 64.0 2.5 2.3 5.0 0.5 25.7 21.8 1.3 1.2 1.2 0.2

e-,

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
TO PROFE,SSOR 37 28 23 1 4 9 7 I I

TO ASSOC PROFESSOR 79 54 , 47 2 2 3 25 22 2 1

TO ASST PROFESSOR.-- I - - - I - 1

TO INSTRUCTOR - -
TO LECTURER
TO OTHER RANK - - - - -

SUBTOTAL 117 82 70 3 2 7 35 29 3 1 2

PERCENT 100.0 70.1 59.8 2.6 1.7 6.0 29.9 24.8 2.6 0.9.. 1.7

OTHER FACULTY:
TO PROFESSOR 10 8 5 1 1 1 2

TO ASSOC PROFESSOR
TO ASST PROFESSOR 1

- TO INSTRUCTOR
TO LECTURER -

TO OTHER RANK - - T . - -

SUBTOTAL 11 8 5 I 1 1 3 3

PERCENT 100.0 72.7 45.5 9.1 9.1 9.1 27.3 27.3

TOTAL 1,420 1,050 902 36 33 73 1 370 314 20 16 18 2

PERCENT 100.0 73.9 63.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 -0.1 26.1 22.1 1.4 1.1 1.3 0.1

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
WITHIN CLASS 397 155 123 6 16 10 242 186 14 17 23 2

TO CLASS., 3 2 1 - *4. 4 - - - -

TOTAL 404 158 125 7 16 10 246 190 14 17 23 2

PERCENT 100.0 39.1 30.9 1.7 4.0 2.5 60.9 47.0 3.5 4.2 5.7 O.'S

GRAND TOTAL 1,980 ,1,316 1,117 48 55 89 7 664 541 37 36 42 8

PERCENT 100.0 66.5 56.4 2.4 2.8 4.5 0.4 33.5 27.3 1.9 1.8 2.1 0.4



FULL-TIHE STAFF
SEPARATIONS

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

ACTIVITY

,

HAL FEMALE

GRAND
TOTAL

MMITE
TOTAL (NON-

HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

AtIAN
OR

HIS- .PACIFIC
PANIC ISLAND-

ER

AHER-
ICAN
INOIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
NIS-
OANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
NIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

EXEC/ADNIN/HANAGERIAL:
TOTAL 243 182 158 6 13 61 47 6 1 7

PERCENT 100.0 74.9 65.0 2.5 5.3 2.1 25.1 19.3 2.5 0.4 2.9

FACULlY
TENURED:

PROFESSOR 717 6%8 623 1 7 16 1 69 67 -

ASSOC PROFESSOR 210 164 150 4 6 4 46 . 43 2

ASS? PROFESSOR 53 31 24 3 2 2 22 19 2 1

INSTRUCTOR - - - - - - - -

LECTURER - -

OTHER RANK - - - -

TOTAL 980 843 797 a 15 22 1 137 129 4 3 1

PERCENT 100.0 86.02).3 0.8 1.5 2.2 0.1 14.0 13.2 0.4 0.3 0.1

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
PROFESSOR 19 19 16 - 1 1 1

ASSOC PROFESSOR 69 56 50 4 2 13 9 1

ASST PROFESSOR 192 129 108 5 6 9 1 63 51 5

INSTRUCTOR 3 1 1 - - - -. 2 1 1

LECTURER ,) -

OTHER RANK 147 83 70 5 4 4 64 56 4 1

TOTAL 430 288 245 10- 15 16 2 142 117 11 8 4 2

PERCENT 100.0 67.0 57.0 2.3 3.5 3.7 0.5 33.0 27,2 2.6 1.9 0.9 0.5

OTHER:
PROFESSOR 199 176 160 1 6 9 23 22 1 ,,_

ASSOC PROFESSOR 201 161 137 5 6 12 1 40 32 2 5 1

ASS? PROFESSOR 663 406 325 13 19 48 1 257 232 6 9 10

INSTRUCTOR 235 110 92 3 5 10 125 109 4 6 5

LECTURER 3 3 3 - - - - -

OTHER RANK 103 76 69 - 5 2 27 25 1 1

TOTAL 1,404 932 786 22 41 81 2 472 420 14 20 16 2

PERCENT 100.0 66.4 56.0 1.6 2.9 5.8 0.1 33.6 29.9 1.0 1.4 1.1 0.1

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
'TOTAL 902 462 320 53 52 32 440 329 34 41 32 4

PERCENT 100.0 51.2 35.5 5.9 5.8 3.5 0,6 48.8 363 3.8 4.5 3.5 0.4

GRAND TOTAL 3,959 2,707 2,306 99 136 456 10 1,252 1,042 69 73' 60 8

PERCENT ' 100.0 68.4 58.2 2.5 3.4 3.9 0.3 31.6 26.3 1.7 1.8 1.5 0.2

219
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HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE076)'-- 1901
FULL-TIME-STAFF BY SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY ANO SALARY RANGE, 9-NONTH CONTRACT

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

ACTIVITY

GRANO
TOTAL

MALE FEMALE

TOTAL
WHIIE
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-

PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
1CAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

.

AMER-,,

ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

iXEC/ADHIN/HANAGERIAL
BELOW $7,500
$ 7,500 - 9,999
$111,000 - 12,999 - _

$13,000 - 15,999 2 1 1 1 1

$16,000 - 18,999 5 2 2 3 3

$19,000 - 24,999 4 2 - 1 2, 2

$25,000 - 29,999 8 2 2 6 4 2

$30,000 - 34;999 42 25 23 I 1 1/ 14 1 1 1

$35,000 - 39,999 40 30 28 2 10 a 1 - 1

$40,000 - 44,999 42 30 26 2 2 12 10 2

$45,000 - 49,999 1 1 1
. - -

.$50,000 and above 4 4 4 - - - - - - -

TOTAL 148 97 87 4 3 3 51 42 4 1 4

PERCENT 100.0 65.5 2:7 2.0 2.0 344 28.4 2.7 0.7 2.7

FACULTY ,

,58.8

BELOW $7,500 25 16 15 1 8, 1 .

$ 7,500 - 9,999 12 3 2 I 9 7 - 1 1

410,000 - 12,999
$13,000 - 15,999

28
92

6

28

6

21

-

2

-

2

-

1

-

2
,V4

17
49

3
9 2

2

4

$16,000 - 18,999 264 129 96 15 13 5 - 135 101 9 17 7 1

$19,000 - 24,999 1,762 877 702 71 59 36 9 885 686 81 , 63 50 5

$25,000 - 29,999 3,607 2,172 1,854 97 133 71 17 1,435 1,159 122 82 61 11

$30,000 - 34,999 5,994 4,360 3,958 108 189 79 26 1,634 1,397 89 65 74 9

$35,000 - 39,999 2,879 2,125 1,945 54 47 7 754 656 42 26 28 2

$40,000 .4 44,999 46 34 34 -

J2
- - 12 11 1 . - .

$45,000 - 49,999 22 20 18
.-

1 . 1 2 2 - .

$50,000 and above 6 5 5 - - - - 1 1 - . .

TOIAI 14,737 9,775 8,656 349 469 239 62 4,962 4,094 357 256 227 28

PERCENT 100.0 66.3 58.7 2.4 3.2 1.6 0.4 33.7 27.8 2.4 1.7 1,5 0.2

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY A

BELOW $7,500 1 1 -

$ 7,500 - 9,999 2 - 2 2 -

$10,000 - 12,999 15 3 3 )2 a 2 1 1

$13,000 - 15,999 16 - - 16 12 2 1 1

$16,000 - 18,999 21 6 5 1 - 15 9 2 4

$19,000 - 24,999 38 10 6 1 3 28 18 4 2 4

$25,000 - 29,999 78 24 9 4 6 4 1 54 37 a 5 4

$30,000 - 34,999 91 51 46 4 1 42 33 2 3 4

$35,000 - 39,999 24 17 16 1 7 6 1

$40,000,- 44,999 - 1 1

$45.000 - 49,999 ...... -
or

, $50,000 and above
TOTAL 289

-

111

-

85

-

6

-

14 5

-

1

-

178 127

-

21
-

12 Ii..

PERCENT 100.0 38.4 29.4 2.1 4.8 1.7 0.3 61.6 43.9 7.3 4.2 6.2

GRAND TOTAL' 15,174 9,983 8,857 359 486 247 63 5,191 4,263 382 269 249 28

PERCENT 100.0 65.8 58,4 2.4 3.2 1.6 0.4 34.2 28.1 2.5 1.8 1.6 0.2



HIGHER-EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE0-6) -- 1981

Fit,L-TINE-STAFF AY SELECTED OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY AND SALARY RANGE, 11-MOOTO CONTRACT

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY ,COLLEGES

MALE FEMALE

TOTAL

ASIAN AMER-

%MITE BLACK OR - ICAN

(NON- (NON- HIS- PACIFIC INOIAN

HIS- HIS- PANIC ISLAND- OR

PANIC) PANIC) ER ALASKAN
NATIVE

- .

2 1 - 1

4 2 2 - -

20 14 1 3 2

80 65. 4 8 2 1

105 84 9 10 2

127 100 11 13 3 -

271 198 18 34 17 4

361 279 38 32 8 4

428 339 36 38 9 6

330 295 17 13 4 1

1,729 1,378 136 152 47 16

74.1 59.0 5.8 6.5 2.0 0.7

-

1 I -

1 1

2 2 - -

23 20 - 2 1

50 35 4 10 1

11/ 92 10 13 2 -

163 132 9 o 1 1

75 66 4 5 -

51 39 4 7 - 1

1 1 - -

484 389 31 57 5 2

64.5 51.9 4.1 7.6 0.7 0.3

3 2 - - 1

16 11 2 3

30 19 4 4 2 I

126 77 9 21 ' 19

99 69 7 9 14

90 63 7 9 11

93 75 4 7 7

21 17 2 2

a 6 'i 1

- -

487 339 36 52 59 1

54.1 37.6 4.0 5.8 6.5 0.1

2,700 2,106 203 261 111 19

67.8 52.8 5,1 6.5 2.8 0.5

GRANO
TOTAL

ACTIVITY
EXECADIIIN/HANAGERIAL '

ZELOW $7,500 1

$ 7,500 - 5,999 -

$10,000 - 12,999 4

$13,000 - 15,999 a
$16,000 -.18,999 59

$19,000 - 24,999 145

$25,000 - 29,999 180

$30,000 - 34,999 193

$35,000 - 39,999 381
$40,000 - 44,999 473

$45,000 - 49,999 524
$50,000 and above 366

TOTAL 2,334

PERCENT 100.0

FACULTY .

MUM $7,500
,$ 7,500 - 9,999 -

$10,000 - 12,999 4

$13,000 - 15,999 4

$16,000 - 18,999 7

$19,000 - 24,999 42

$25,000 - 29,999 111

$30,000 - 34,999 189

$35,000 - 39,999 225

$40,000 - 44,999 100

$45,000 - 49,999 67

$50,000 and above
TOTAL 750

PERCENT 100.0

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
BELOW $7,500 3

$ 1,500 - 9,999
$10,000 - 12,999 8

$13,000 - 15,999 44

$16,000 - 18,999 88

$19,000 -.24,999 258

$25,000 - 29,999 205
$30,000 - 34,999 145

$35,000 - 39,999 116

$40,000 - 44,999 23

$45,000 - 49,999 10

$50,000 and above
TOTAL 901

PERCENT 101E0

GRAND TOTAL 3,985

PERCENT 100.0

MOTE BLACK
TOTAL (NON- (NON-

HIS- HIS-
PANIC) PANIC)

--

2 - 2

4 3 -

39 10 4

65 57 3

75 61 5

66. 53 a

110 66 21

112 80 18

96 73 14

36 32 3

605 457 76

25.9 19.6 3.3

3 3

3 3
5 5 -

19 15 1

48 6

72 51 9

62'

6
51 3

25 4

16 10 4

- 266 205 27

35.5 27.3 3.6

2 1

1 1 -

5 4 1

28 20 3

58 44 4
132 91 7

106 75 6

55 42 5

23 19 1

2 1 1

2 2 -

- - -

414 300 28

45.9 33.3 3.1

1,285 962 131

32.2 24.1 3.3

ASIAN
OR ICAN

HIS- PACIFIC INDIAN

PANIC ISLAND- OR
ER AtASKAN

NATIVE

-

1 -

2 3'

4 1

5 4 i

- 4
12 8 3

10 3 1

4 3 2
- 1 -

38 27 7

1.6 1.2 0.3

-

2 1

4 3
a 4-

6 ..

1 3

1 1

22 12

2.9 1.6

1

-
- -

3 2
7 3

9 25

9 16
5 2 1

1 2

- -
_

-

34 51 l'

3.8 5.7 Oa
94 90 8

2.4 2.3 0.2



HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EE0-6) -- 1981

FULL-T1ME FACULTY BY:FENURE STATUS AND RANK

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

GRANO
TOTAL

HALE FEMALE

TOTAL
WITE
(NOM-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
NIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

. ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-

ER

AMER
ICAN
INDIAN

OR
ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL

WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

HI$4
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER
ICAN
INDIAN
OR .

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TENURED
PROFESSORS 778 541 446 61 21 12 1 237 174 49 6 8 ^

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS 383 240 215 7 17 - 1 143 126 7 5 2 3

AsSISTANT PROFESSORS 84 46 40 4 1 1 38 32 1 4 1

INSTRUCTORS 12,769 8;792 1,816 287 426 210 53 3,977 3,331 243 204 180 19

LECTURERS - - - - _ -

OTHER FACULTY 405 219 169 16 32 - 2 186 137 25 14 9 1

TOTAL 14,419 9,838 8,686 371 500 223 58 4,581 3,800 325 233 199 24

PERCENT 100.0 66.2 60.2 2.6 3.5 1.5 0.4 31.8 26.4 2.3 1.6 1.4 0.2

NON-TENURED OM TRACK
PROFEssORS 1 1 1 -

ASSOCIATE PROFEsSORs 25 15 15 - 10. 10

AsSISTANT PROFESSoRs 6 1 1 - - 5 4 1

INSTRUCTORS 559 482 24 26 21 6 539 432 32 37 35

LECTURERS -
, -

OTHER FACULTY 94 41 31 2 7 1 53 31 13 8

TOTAL 1,224 617 530 26 33 212 6 607 477 46 45 36 3

PERCENT 100.0 50.4 43.3 2.1 2.7 1.8 0.5 49.6 39.0 3.8 3.7 2.9 0.2

OTHER
PROFESsORS - -

AsSOCIATE PRoFEssoRs 12 9 7 , I 1 3 3

ASSISTANT PROFEssoRs 16 6 6 - 10 10 . - ,

INSTRUCTORS 372 167 129 13 13 9 3 205 163 15 10 16

LECTURERS - - - - - - - - - _ -

OTHER FACULTY 124 54 35 4 9 5 1 70 33 22 10 5

TOTAL 524 236 177 18 23 14 4 288 209 37 20 21 1

PERCENT 100.0 45.0 33.8 3.4 4.4 2.7 0.8 55.0 39.9 7.1 3.8 4.0 0.2

GRAND TOTAL 16,167 10,691 9,393 415. 556 229 68 5,476 4,486 408 298 256 28

PERCENT 100.0 66.1 58.1 2:6 3.4 1.6 0.4 33.9 27.7 2.5 1.6 1.6 0.2



FULL-TIME STAFF
NEW HIRES

FALL 1979-10 FALL 1981

CALIFORNIA COMMUNI.WCOLLEGES

ACTIVITY

GRAND
TOTAL

MALE FEMALE

TOTAL
WHITE
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

.BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL
NUITE
(NOW

PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-
ICAN
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

EXEG/ADMIN/HANAGERIAL:
TOTAL 181 124 92 7 19 6 57 38 11 4 - 4

PERCENT 100.0 68.5 50.8 3.9 10.5 3.3 31.5 21.0 6.1 2.2 2.2

FACULTY
TENURED:

PROFESSOR
ASSOC PROFESSOR -

ASS? PROFESSOR
INSTRUCTOR

2

383
2

195

1

154 33 2 6 188 148 15 la N,

LECTURER -

OTHER RANK .22 6 3 - 3 - 16 10 4 2

TOTAL 407 203 158 34 5 6 204 158 19 13 13

PERCENT 100.0 49.9 38.8 8.4 1.2 1.5 50.1 38.8 4.7 3.2 3.2 '0.2

RON-TENURED ON TRACK:
PROFESSOR 37 17 16 1 20 17 3

ASSOC PROFESSOR 30 19 19 11 11

ASST PROFESSOR 4 1 1
, - 3 3

INSTRUCTOR 985 569 482 31 26 26 4 416 329 30 25 31

LECTURER
OTHER RANI 68 24 14 8 1 44

-
32 6 4 2

TOTAL 1,124 630 532 32 34 28 4 494 392 36 32 33

PERCENT 100.0 56.0 47.3 2.8 3.0 2.5 0.4 44.0 34.9 3.2 2.11 2.9 0.1'

OTHER:
PROFESSOR -

ASSOC PROFESSOR
ASST PROFESSOR

2 1 1. 1

1 1

INSTRUCTOR 295 118 102 8 5 3 177 147 14 9 7

LECTURER
OMER RANK

TOTAL

52
350

14

133

11

114

2

10 5

1

4

38

217

26
174

6
20

4

13
2

9 1

PERCENT 100.0 38.0 32.6 2.9 1.4 1.1 62.0 49.7 5.7 3.7 2.6 0.3

PROFESSIONAL RON-FACULTY
TOTAL 244 114 73 12 15 14 136 83 12 14 21

'PERCENT 100.0 46.7 29.9 4.9 6.1 5.7 53.4i 34.0 4.9 5.7 8.6

GRAND TOTAL 2,306 1,204 969 95 78 58 4 1,102 845 98 76 80 3

PERCENT 100.0 52.2 42.0 4.1 3.4 2.5 0.2 47.8, 36.6 4.2 3.3 3.5 0.1



FULL-TIME STAFF
PROMOTIONS

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

GRANO
TOTAL

ACTIVITY

FEMALE

WHITE BLACK
TOTAL (NON- - (NON- NIS -

HIS- HIS- PANIC

PANIC) PANIC)

ASIAN AMER-
OR ICAN

PACIFIC INDIAN
ISLAND- OR
ER ALASKAN

NATIVE

WHITE BLACK
TOTAL (NON- (NON- HIS-

111S--. HIS- PANIC
PANIC) PANIC)

EXEC/ABUIN/HANAGERIAL:,
-WITHIN CLASS 143

TO CLASS 202

TOTAL 345

PERCENT 100.0

FACULTY
TENURED:

TO PROFESSOR, 34

TO ASSOC PROFESSOR 36.

TO ASST PROFESSOR 6

TO INSTRUCTOR 42

TO LECTURER
TO OTHER RANK 15

SUBTOTAL 133

PERCENT 100.0

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
TO PROFESSOR -

TO ASSOC pROFESSOR 5

TO ASST PROFESSOR 3

TO INSTRUCTOR 11

TO LECTURER_ , 3

TO OTHER RANK 3

SUBTOTAL 25
PERCENT 100.0

OTHER FACULTY:
TO PROFESSOR
TO ASSOC PROFESSOR
TO ASST PROFESSOR
TO INSTRUCTOR
TO LECTURER
TO OTHER RANK

SUBTOTAL
PERCENT

TOTAL
PERCENT

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
WITHIN CLASS
TO CLASS

TOTAL
PERCENT

GRAND TOTAL
PERCENT

101 70

128 77

229 147
66.4 42.6

20
17

2

19

12

70
52.6

4

3

1

1

9

36.0

20
13

2
15

9

- 59
44.4

16,
18
34

9.9

10
24

34

9.9

2

3

2 1

6

4.5

3

2.3

5

7

12
3.5

2

1.5

2

2

0.6

42 31

74 47

116- 78

33.6 22.6

14 13

19 19

4 4

23 19

3 3
63 58

47.4 43.6

4 1

- _ _ 3

2 I - 8

- 1 _ . 2

1 2 2

7 1 1 16 11

28.0 4.0 4.0 64.0 44.0

1

2

6

-
, -

2 I 1 1 1

- - - -

6 2 1 1 - 4 1

85 34 20 5 1 8 51 35

93 37 22 5 2 a 56 37

100.0 39.8 23.7 5.4 2.2 8.6 - 60.2 39.8

596 345 253 92 63 22 2 251 184

100.0 57.9 42.0 15.4 10.6 3.7 0.3 42.1 30.9

.
1

365 59 33 11 7 8 - 306 158

84 32 18 3 5 5 1 52 39

449 91 51 14 12 13 I 358 197

100.0 20.3 11.4 3.1 2.7 2.9 0.2 79.7 43.9

1,045 436 286 57 55 35 3 609 381

100.0 41.7 27.4 5.5 5.3 3.3 0.3 58.3 36.5

4

10
14

4.1

2

2

1.5

2

4

8
12

3.5

ASIAN AMER-
OR ICAN

PACIFIC INDIAN
ISLAND- OR
ER ALASKAN

NATIVE

3
8
11
3.2

1 2
0.8 1.5

2 1

8.0 4.0

2

2

2.2
20
3.4

1

2

1
3.2
17
2.9

71 37

2 5

73 42

16.3 9.4

1 1

4.0 CO

38
6

44
9.8

2
0.4

93 59 72

8.9 5.6 6.9 0.4

225



FULL-TIME STAFF,
SEPARATIONS

FALL 1979 TO FALL 1981

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLCEGES

ACTIVITY

GRANO
TOTAL

MALE FEMALE

TOTAL
UMITE
(NON-
HIS-

PANIC)

BLACK
(NON-
MIS-
PANIC)

MIS-
PANIC

ASIAN
OR

PACIFIC
ISLAND-
ER

AMER-.

ICAM
INDIAN
OR

ALASKAN
NATIVE

TOTAL.

WRITE
(NON-
HIS,"

PANIC)

.

BLACK
(NON-
HIS-
PANIC)

HIS-
PANIC

ASIAN AMER-
OR 1CA14 '

PACIFIC INDIAN
ISLAND-' 'OR
ER ALASKAN
- NATIVE

EXEC/ADHIN/HANAGERIAL:
TOTAL 308 252 209 IS 22 5 1 56 44 8 4

PERCENT 109.0 81.8 67.9 4.9 7.1 1.6 0.3 18.2 14.3 2.6 1.3 .

FACULTY
TENURED:

PROFESSOR 52 29 29 23 22 I -

ASSOC PROFESSOR.. ...... 54 32 29 2 1 22 20 1 I

ASST PROFESSOR 34 16 15 1 18 17 I . -

INSTRUCTOR 919 547 503 24 12 7 372 324 20 16 12

LECTURER 33 13 13 20 IS 3 I 1

OTHER RANK 41, 22 19 1 19 16 I 2

TOTAL 1,133 659 608 26 16 7 2 474 414 26 21 13

PERCENT 100.0 58.2 53.7 2.3 0.6 0 .Q 41.8 36.5 2.3 1.9 1,1

NON-TENURED ON TRACK:
PROFESSOR _ - -

ASSOC PROFESSOR 1 1 1

ASST PROFESSOR 1 1 1

INSTRUCTOR 192 106 99 3 ,
2 86 79 1 3 3

LECTURER 4 2 2 2 2

OTHER RANK 9 3 2 1 6 5

TOTAL 207 113 105 4 2 2 94 86 4 3

PERCENT 100.0 54.6 50.7 1.9 1.0 1.0 45.4 41.5 0.5 1.9 , 1.4

OTHER:
PROFESSOR
ASSOC PROFESSOR 2 1 1 1

ASST PROFESSOR 12 6 5 6 4 1 1

INSTRUCTOR 94 45 35 3 6 49 40 4 3 2

LECTURER
OTHER RANK 15 4 1 3 9 1 1

TOTAL- 123 56 42 3 10 1 67 54 6 4 3

PERCENT' 100.0 45.5 34.1 2.4 8.1 0.8 54.5 43.9 4.9 3.3 2,4

PROFESSIONAL NON-FACULTY
TOTAL 238 127 92 13 15 5 2 111 76 9 II 15

PERCENT 100.0 53.4 38.7 5.5 6.3 2.1 0.8 46.6 31.9 3.8 4.6 6.3

GRAND TOTAL 2,009 1,207 1,056 61 65 20 5 802 674 50 44 34

PERCENT 100.0 60.1 52.6 3.0 3.2 1.0 0.2 39.9 33.5 2.5 2.2 1.7

2?6
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